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ABSTRACT
The notion of a recreation demand hierarchy was first proposed by Drs. Driver and 
Brown in 1978. The hierarchy comprised the demands for activities, demands for 
settings in which to undertake those activities, demands for the experiences flowing 
from participation, and demands for the benefits that flow from satisfying 
experiences. Except for the consideration of benefits, this concept is inherent in the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) planning system which presupposes that 
the demand for different experiences can be satisfied by the supply of a variety of 
settings on a primitive-to-urban continuum. This presupposition relies on the 
existence of an association between recreation settings and the experiences that flow 
from visits to those settings. That such an association exists, at least in an 
empirically measurable sense, has been questioned in several recent studies by 
United States of America recreation research workers who have found only limited 
empirical support for the existence of such an association.
This thesis has, in part, characterised experiences at a variety of settings using the 
Recreation Experience Preference (REP) item pools developed by Driver. The 
importance of both the REP items and individual setting attributes were measured 
on modified Likert scales and associations sought between the attributes and 
experiences. Also considered were the effects of respondent’s activity, group size, 
group composition and life cycle stage on an association between setting and 
experience. Respondents were also asked to nominate the ways in which they would 
modify the setting in which they were interviewed to make it more ideal.
Results showed that settings and experiences are associated and that this is affected 
to varying amounts by the respondent’s activity, group size, group composition and 
life cycle stage. No consistent desired modifications to settings to make them more 
ideal were found.
These results suggested merit in the development of new experience items that 
could better explain the setting and experience association. After development and 
testing, the new items were included in a mail-back questionnaire to respondents 
involved in the activities of bird watching and angling. The questionnaire was also 
designed to explore the potential effects of specialisation, commitment and 
experience use history on the experiences desired or expected from participation.
The results made it apparent that greater empirical support and explanation of the 
setting and experience association can be achieved through the development and 
use of experience items that refer more specifically to the recreation setting. It was 
also established that the experiences desired or expected from recreation 
participation would vary according to levels of specialisation, commitment and 
experience use history.
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PART 1
BACKGROUND
PART 1 Background
1.1 Introduction
The intention of this thesis is to contribute to the body of knowledge about the 
nature of the associations between recreation activities, settings and experiences. A 
better understanding of these associations and the factors affecting them will allow 
recreation planning to promote satisfying and beneficial experiences through the 
provision of appropriate setting opportunities.
The goals of the thesis are to:
by empirical methods, explore the associations between activities, settings 
and experiences, and
determine whether there are additional factors that affect these associations, 
in particular, group composition, group size, life cycle stage, specialisation, 
commitment and experience use history.
1.2 The problem
Theoretical perspective
Recreation participation has benefits for participants with the nature of the benefits 
being affected by social, psychological and physical contexts. The equity of 
provision of opportunities to receive recreational benefits, and the means by which 
these benefits can be enhanced, is of growing concern within modern societies. 
Adding to this concern are problems with the allocation of scarce resources for the 
provision of opportunities and the need to conserve those resources.
A major contribution to recreation planning came with an acceptance that outdoor 
recreation participation can be conceptualised as being directed toward the goal of 
achieving certain desired or expected psychological outcomes. The conceptual 
framework underlying this school of thought can be found in the demand hierarchy 
presented by Driver and Brown (1978). The first two levels of the demand 
hierarchy, the demand for activities and demand for settings are for the inputs to the 
recreation engagement while the last two levels, the demand for experiences and the 
demand for the benefits that flow from satisfying experiences are outputs, the 
products of recreation. Activities consist of the behaviours of the participant, such as 
picnicking or jogging. The setting is a composite of the bio-physical, managerial and 
social conditions within which the activity can be pursued. The experiences are the
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psychological derivatives ensuing from an activity in a setting. The benefits are the 
gains or improvements in psycho-physiological condition stemming from the 
experience.
The experiences associated with recreation have been studied and measured by 
many researchers using a variety of methods. These include the Zuckerman mood 
measures (ZIPERS) (Zuckerman 1977), Tinsley’s Paragraphs About Leisure (PAL) 
(Tinsley and Kass 1980a, 1980b), Driver’s Recreation Experience Preference (REP) 
items (Driver 1977; 1983), Kaplan’s theories of cognitive process (Kaplan and 
Kaplan 1982) and the measures of environmental perception used by environmental 
scholars such as Ulrich (Ulrich 1981). The variety of possible scientific and 
philosophical approaches applied to the investigation of recreation experiences has 
led to debate on methodological grounds about the use of qualitative or quantitative 
methods and the appropriateness of differing scientific philosophies such as whether 
the characterisation of experiences should be empirical and reductionist or 
introspective and phenomenological.
As the complexity of the experiences derived from recreation is being explored and 
unravelled, models such as the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) planning 
system (Driver and Brown 1978; Clark and Stankey 1979; USDA Forest Service 
1982) have been developed based on the assumption that different recreation 
experiences are associated with different settings. This assumed association 
between settings and recreation experiences has been challenged in research by, for 
example, Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry (1983), Virden and Knopf (1989) and 
Yuan and McEwen (1989). They have failed to establish significant empirical 
associations between settings and experiences under a variety of conditions.
In fact, there has been little published empirical support for this assumed 
association although it is intuitively accepted by most planners and researchers.
With the limited understanding of what appears to be a complex association has 
come a need for further explanation of the nature of the possible associations, and 
for the further development of the measures of this association. Of the experience 
measures in the literature the Recreation Experience Preference (REP) items 
(Driver 1977; 1983) are most successful, and adaptable to, exploring the outdoor 
recreation setting association, particularly given the empirical approach chosen for 
this thesis.
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Technical aspects
The adoption of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) approach to 
recreation planning by several land management agencies, most notably the USD A 
Forest Service (USDA Forest Service 1982), has prompted research into the 
fundamental assumption that the nature of the recreation experience is associated 
with the setting in which an activity is undertaken. Most commonly researchers 
have relied on empirical methods to seek dependencies and have primarily used the 
REP items to characterise the recreation experience.
Settings are usually described according to the ROS inventory system criteria that 
places them along an urban-to-primitive continuum (USDA Forest Service 1982). 
The attributes that are inventoried are drawn from the setting’s bio-physical, social 
and managerial characteristics.
Many studies have failed to establish significant differences in recreation 
experiences across a variety of settings (Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry 1983; 
Virden and Knopf 1989; Yuan and McEwen 1989), both within and across a variety 
of activities. The failure to establish the existence of a setting and experience 
association has raised doubts about the utility of planning systems such as the ROS 
that rely on this association as a principal tenet. The failure to consistently identify 
significant empirical associations between settings and experiences is possibly a 
function of the research methods used to measure both experiences and settings 
rather than the absence of an association.
The following are considered the likely reasons why studies have failed to establish 
a significant empirical association.
1. The REP items used to investigate the association are not those logically 
related to the setting in which the activity is undertaken but refer to other 
basic human needs and desires such as those for kinship and learning.
2. The attributes used to determine the differences in the settings in which 
recreation experiences have been described may not necessarily be the 
attributes associated with those different experiences.
3. Proper regard has not been given to possible factors, shown by research to 
affect the association with either settings or experiences, such as life cycle 
stage, prior knowledge, past experience, skill level, specialisation, 
commitment, gender and reference group.
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4. Research has been limited by the consideration of existing supply only and 
has not given due regard to what may be more ideal settings.
1.3 Study purpose and objectives
The formulation of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) planning system 
(Driver and Brown 1978; Clark and Stankey 1979; USDA Forest Service 1982) has 
led to research attempting to link experience measures with the resource inventories 
(setting opportunities) used in the ROS planning system (Haas, Allen and Manfredo 
1978; Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry 1983; Driver et al. 1987; Richards 1988).
The concept of the ROS planning system is that the undertaking of an activity in a 
recreation setting, made up of social, bio-physical and managerial conditions, is 
directed at realising desired or expected experiences. This reflects the demand 
hierarchy of Driver and Brown (1978) discussed previously. The ’opportunity’ 
concept refers to the spectrum of opportunities available to participate in different 
activities, visit a range of settings and attain a range of experiences. Driver and 
Brown suggest that the type of experiences achieved are dependent on the nature of 
the setting in which the activity is undertaken and that the nature of the setting can 
be described by the levels of development of the attributes of that setting.
The ROS planning system emphasises that planning and management should be 
directed toward satisfying desired or expected experiences, rather than 
accommodating specific activities. As the activities undertaken are often ‘faddish’ 
and not easily controlled, the ROS planning system recognises that different 
experiences can be provided for through manipulation of setting conditions (USDA 
Forest Service 1982; Driver et al. 1987). Driver (1977; 1983) developed a pool of 
items to measure the preferred psychological outcomes, commonly referred to as 
experiences, that can be derived from participation in outdoor recreation. It has 
been shown in numerous studies (Driver and Brown 1978; Manfredo 1984;
Heywood 1987; Richards 1988) that the experiences desired or expected by users 
can be characterised using questionnaires containing Recreation Experience 
Preference (REP) items from the pool developed by Driver. Studies have 
confirmed that settings can be classified by the condition of a series of attributes, 
usually in terms of level of development (Driver and Brown 1978; Haas, Allen and 
Manfredo 1978; Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry 1983; Richards 1988).
A difficulty encountered in using the approach of relating experiences to setting 
inventories lies in the different measures of experiences and setting attributes 
(Driver et al. 1987). For example, how do setting attributes impact on user’s sense 
of affiliation with other users. This does not suggest that the approach of the ROS
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planning system is conceptually unsound but rather that a greater understanding of 
the associations between the settings visited and experiences derived is required 
(Driver et al. 1987). If such an understanding can be derived it will be possible to 
more precisely satisfy the experiences desired or expected from participation in 
outdoor recreation.
As stated in the introduction, the purpose of this study is to:
by empirical methods, explore the associations between activities, settings 
and experiences, and
determine whether there are additional factors that affect these associations, 
in particular, group composition, group size, life cycle stage, specialisation, 
commitment and experience use history.
1.4 Study outline
The study consists of two investigative parts plus a concluding part. The first is a 
case study that explores the associations between the experiences derived from 
recreation participation, the attributes of the settings visited and the activity 
undertaken. This case study provides insights into why people may visit different 
types of settings, the experiences attained by visitors to different types of settings 
and the preferred mixes of attributes at recreation settings. Also considered are the 
possible associations between experiences, settings and activities and group 
composition, group size and life cycle stage.
Based on insights from the initial case study, the second part of the study expands 
the Recreation Experience Preference (REP) item pool by developing a series of 
items referring specifically to the attributes of recreation settings which could be 
used to differentiate between types of settings. This part also considers the 
influence of levels of specialisation, commitment and experience use history on the 
setting association of certain recreation experiences.
1.5 Expected outcomes
The intention of undertaking this research was to add to the understanding of the 
associations between desired or expected experiences and recreation setting 
attributes and activities and to identify other factors which may affect that 
association. Previous studies such as those by Haas, Allen and Manfredo (1978), 
Driver and Brown (1978), Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983) and Richards (1988) 
have considered whether the user’s reaction to setting attributes is favourable or
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unfavourable, but none have attempted to identify which attributes are most 
important to people desiring different experiences.
While the REP item pools can be used to characterise the experiences desired or 
achieved by users, too little is understood about the effect of setting attribute 
condition on choices directed at achieving the experiences desired or expected. The 
different measures of experience demand information and setting inventory systems 
has limited the application of the ROS planning system. This has probably 
detracted much from research attempting to find an empirical association between 
settings and experiences as it has not clearly shown which setting attributes are 
unimportant or irrelevant to attaining certain experiences, or are conversely, 
obligatory to others. Knowing the relative value of individual setting attributes to 
experiences will contribute much to understanding the setting and experience 
association.
This knowledge will enable inventories of setting attributes to be prepared with a 
greater understanding of the impact that individual attributes have on user 
experiences. Throughout the research recognition is given to other possible 
influences, particularly the type of activity undertaken, on the setting and experience 
association. The possible influences considered in this thesis are activity, life cycle 
stage, group composition, group size, specialisation, commitment and experience 
use history.
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PART 2
THE CASE STUDY COMPONENT
2.1 Literature review
Introduction
The literature discussed is drawn from a number of academic disciplines. The 
unifying theme is that there be relevance to the explanation of the interaction 
between humans and outdoor settings. A further guide is that the interaction occurs 
during non-work periods and that participation is discretionary. This set of non- 
work, discretionary behaviours fall loosely under the title of outdoor recreation.
For the purposes of this study outdoor recreation is not considered to include 
organised sports. This is because participants in organised sports concentrate more 
on the activity, and in some cases the opposition, than the setting. Also, the 
specialist requirements of the settings for organised sports allows little scope for 
setting manipulation and is therefore not appropriate to this study.
Before attempting to explore the nature of recreation, it is necessary to understand 
what the word ‘recreation’ means. Perhaps the most limited view is presented by 
the Macquarie dictionary (Macquarie University 1986) that describes recreation as 
". . .  refreshment by means of some pastime, agreeable exercise, or the like . . .  a 
pastime, diversion, exercise or other resource affording relaxation or enjoyment". 
Two other terms that are often associated with recreation are leisure and play. The 
Macquarie dictionary describes leisure as ". . .  the condition of having one’s time 
free from the demands of work or duty . . and play as " . . .  exercise or action by 
way of amusement or recreation".
Both the definitions of recreation and play depend heavily on there being some 
form of activity involved. Neither definition mentions that recreation or play are 
necessarily non-work or discretionary though this is central to the definition of 
leisure. The use of the word ‘pastime’ in the definition of recreation indicates that it 
is a non-obligatory participation, thus carrying a strong inference of being 
discretionary and non-work. There are a number of alternative definitions as 
discussed below.
Berlyne (1960) defines play in order to explain the dichotomy of human behaviours. 
Berlyne’s definition of play is "[there are those perceptual activities that have]. . .  
many indispensable contributions to the preservation of life and limb and the 
gratification of deep-seated biological needs such as hunger and sexual appetite . . .  
[or those that are play]. . .  engaged in for their own sake and not simply as aids to 
handling practical problems". This useful definition of play clearly shows 
participation as discretionary and non-work, but not exclusively within what could
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be described as leisure time. A distinction that can be drawn between play and 
recreation is that whereas play may not be goal directed, recreation is directed 
toward refreshment and relaxation.
The most useful way to define leisure within this context is to consider it as non­
work, that is, free from work or duty constraints. Leisure may include play or 
recreation but is principally a time that does not involve work or duty. Further, 
work may include a measure of play but excludes recreation that is exclusively 
undertaken in leisure time.
Driver and Tocher (1970) provided an early divergence from the idea of recreation 
being limited to an activity and extended the definition to a psycho-physiological 
experience. This afforded an early opportunity to view recreation as a product. 
Returning to the dictionary definition of recreation, the provision of ‘refreshment’, 
‘relaxation’ and ‘enjoyment’ are inherent concepts. These are not the activities, nor 
are they inputs to recreation, but are in fact the product of participation. Driver and 
Brown (1978) suggest that there are four levels to the outdoor recreation demand 
hierarchy; the demands for activities; demands for specific attributes of the 
recreational setting in which the demanded activity will take place; demands for 
opportunities to realise specific psychological outcomes (identified as desired 
experiences); demands to realise specific benefits (e.g. physical fitness) from the 
recreation engagement. As suggested by Driver and Brown the products of 
recreation are the psycho-physiological derivatives of the activities. The psycho- 
physiological derivatives are the experience and benefit sectors of the demand 
hierarchy.
Driver and Brown suggested that the type of experiences produced will be 
dependent on the nature of the setting in which the activity is undertaken and that 
the nature of the setting can be described by the levels of development of the 
attributes of that setting. The five postulates that constitute recreation, as suggested 
by Driver and Tocher (1970), are well summarised by Driver et al. (1987):
"Recreation is not participation in an activity but instead is the 
psychological state o f refreshment - o f being made new or anew under 
conditions relating to intrinsic reward, voluntary choice, and lack of time 
structuring. ”
Driver et al. acknowledge that recreation experiences are often reliant on either or 
both the activity and setting, but their importance has not been fully acknowledged 
in the definition of recreation. Excluding activity from the definition of recreation 
ignores that a set of behaviours is undertaken, whether entirely consciously or not,
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in an attempt to achieve a particular experience or benefit. To ignore activity is to 
remove the goal orientation and does not recognise that inputs, in the form of 
certain behaviours, are necessary to attain experiences and benefits from recreation. 
Doing so fails to take account of research that has clearly established associations 
between activities and experiences (Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry 1983; 
Richards 1988; Hunter Valley Research Foundation 1990). As an individual is 
required to input a set of behaviours, there also needs to be an appropriate setting 
in which to undertake those behaviours.
This thesis concentrates on the activities that are undertaken in outdoor settings. 
The forms of recreation considered have been loosely termed outdoor recreation. 
The setting is considered as a contribution of the resource manager to recreation 
which may be either publicly or privately provided. Ulrich (1981) and Kaplan and 
Kaplan (1982), and in fact most environmental scholars, regard the experiences 
derived from interaction with the environment as being mostly dependent on the 
setting.
Given the fundamental contributions of activities and settings in determining the 
experiences and benefits that are produced from recreation, the following definition 
of outdoor recreation has been derived. It is this definition of outdoor recreation 
that will be acknowledged whenever the term is used throughout this thesis:
Recreation consists o f  a set o f  voluntary behaviours undertaken during 
discretionary time, in a specially chosen setting, that are directed toward 
achieving certain desired experiences and benefits.
Research foundations
This thesis reviews the application of the conceptual underpinnings of the ROS to 
individual site planning rather than attempting to identify shortcomings in the 
currently applied process. Driver et al. (1987) discuss the shortcomings in the 
current state of knowledge of the underlying tenets of the ROS planning system as 
being the limited understanding of the setting and recreation experience 
dependency and the effect of extraneous factors such as life cycle stage on the 
experiences desired or expected. These shortcomings are specifically addressed in 
this thesis.
Outdoor recreation research in its current form began in the 1960s, becoming 
popularised with the development of the ROS planning system (Driver and Brown 
1978; Clark and Stankey 1979; USDA Forest Service 1982). Although the idea of 
recreation experiences, and even the links between experiences and settings, were
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recognised prior to this conceptual framework (Wagar 1951), the formulation of the 
ROS conceptual framework marked the commencement of a period of extensive 
research about outdoor recreation.
Debate on the merits of the ROS planning system continues after many years of 
research and applications, both successful and unsuccessful. Graham, Nilsen and 
Payne (1986), Driver et al. (1987) and Jubenville (1989) provide useful 
commentaries on the strengths and failings of the ROS planning system from 
different perspectives. Debate usually concerns the failure to consistently establish 
significant empirical associations between measures used in the inventory of 
recreation settings and the recreation experiences provided. The existence of an 
empirical association between recreation settings and experiences is often 
challenged (Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry 1983; Schreyer, Knopf and Williams 
1984).
Graham, Nilsen and Payne (1986) refer to the strength and limitation of the ROS 
planning system as the inventory and classification of large areas of land. However, 
Jubenville (1989) considers the ROS planning system as little more than a method 
of apportioning land to different categories in an attempt to satisfy bureaucratic 
process. Jubenville is also critical of the inability of the ROS planning system to 
take account of inconsistent nodes of recreation activity within broader land 
categories and the failure to recognise the potential attractiveness as a recreation 
opportunity.
Both of these pieces of work review the ROS planning system in regard to its ability 
to assist in individual site planning, rather than broad land use planning. It is 
doubtful that this was the intention, and therefore proper application, of the 
planning system. While there is a need for more information and systematic 
approach to individual site planning, it is apparent that there is limited merit in 
applying traditional ROS approaches as described by the USDA (1982), or 
reviewing that system considering such applications.
ROS development and application
Since Driver and Brown (1978) first introduced the concept that activities in settings 
produced recreation experiences, and since the formalisation of the ROS planning 
system by Clark and Stankey (1979) and the USDA Forest Service (1982), there has 
been much conceptual debate and empirical testing of the setting and experience 
association. Examples of this can be found in Brown (1979), Brown et al. (1979), 
Brown et al. (1980), Brown and Ross (1982), Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry
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(1983), Virden and Knopf (1989) and Yuan and McEwen (1989). Driver and Brown 
(1978) contended that the experiences derived from a recreation engagement varied 
according to both the activity being undertaken and the setting in which the activity 
is undertaken. The implications for resource planning are that it would be possible 
to provide for certain types of experiences through the provision of the types of 
settings that would encourage different behaviours and yield different types of 
experiences. Research to date has only provided limited support for the existence of 
an empirical association between settings and experiences.
Settings are typically inventoried according to the level of development or extent of 
presence of a variety of bio-physical, managerial and social characteristics. The 
REP items of Driver (1977; 1983) are commonly used to characterise the 
experiences. While expressing doubts about the empirical association between 
settings and experiences, researchers have also raised doubts about using 
presence/absence and level of development as the setting inventory criteria in he 
ROS planning system. Williams and Knopf (1985) discussed the possible existence 
of additional dimensions such as those based on social attributes rather than the 
predominantly physical attributes used in the ROS inventory.
Though the suggestion that there may be dimensions other than level of 
development may be correct, the question that must be answered is whether the 
consideration of additional dimensions would enhance or confound the planning 
process or whether level of development or presence is the most critical and usable 
dimension. There is no literature available which suggests a viable alternative to 
level of development as the principal criterion for deriving zones. Manning (1985) 
suggested that the assumed user preference for consistent levels of development of 
managerial and social condition was not always valid.
Manning (1985) cited examples of settings where disparities occur, such as people 
preferring a high level of facility development and ease of access while also 
preferring lower social densities. Heywood et al. (1991) provided empirical support 
for this criticism. Jubenville (1989) was critical of the inability of the ROS planning 
system to plan for site specific detail rather than the broad land allocation system 
for which the ROS was originally developed. In making these points each of the 
authors have commented on the ROS as if it purported to be a planning system for 
individual sites.
Lichtkopper and Clonts (1990) considered it necessary to review the six suggested 
ROS zones (USDA Forest Service 1982) in order to apply the ROS planning system 
in the eastern United States. Both the number of zones and the conditions that
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signified zones were altered to suit the characteristics of that region.
Richards (1988) collected inventory data on the managerial, bio-physical and social 
conditions of recreation settings in the ACT. Data were collected according to level 
of development and extent of presence. Rather than developing a series of zones, 
the data were cluster analysed and a series of setting types derived, based on the 
typical conditions of the clusters of sites identified. The zoning approach could not 
be used because the settings were interspersed within the urban area to provide a 
range of opportunities for each community. This approach by Richards (1988) 
provided an opportunity to apply the ROS principles to a site specific rather than 
broad land use planning.
Driver et al. (1987) comprehensively reviewed the ROS planning system and, among 
other things, suggested a need for greater understanding of the relationships 
between activities, settings and experiences as well as of the potential effects of 
additional factors such as life cycle stage on the experiences desired. This thesis, at 
least in part, directly responds to the suggestions for further research made in this 
paper by Driver et. al.
Cognition and attitudes
This section deals with the way people sense, map, interpret, form attitudes toward 
and beliefs about sensory input and the values formed from interpretation of the 
sensory input. Sensory input can be by sight, smell, sound, feel or taste. In the 
sensing of environments sight is predominant (Tuan 1974). It is through 
interpretation of this sensory input that environments are experienced.
Before progressing it will be useful to define some of the terminology to be used. 
The term cognition describes the act of taking in sensory data in order to know or 
understand the object of study. Part of cognition is also the forming of values based 
on beliefs about and attitudes toward the objects as initially viewed. The values 
derived from perception of environments can be a product of cultural difference 
(Tuan 1974) or personal background, age, sex or familiarity (Kaplan and Kaplan 
1982).
A useful starting point in understanding the development of human attitudes stems 
from consumer behaviour research. Fishbein and Ajzen (1980) developed the 
Expectancy-Value Model which treats an attitude towards either an object or 
behaviour as a function of beliefs about the alternatives and an evaluation 
associated with those beliefs. This model is based on the theory of reasoned action. 
The evaluation associated with the beliefs is heavily influenced by the subjective
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norms of perceived social pressures to either uphold or reject those beliefs. 
Subjective norms will therefore also influence the experiences attained.
The potential sources of subjective norm development are diverse. Sources may 
stem from extended learning of values, such as education systems, or from individual 
events. They may stem from religious or cultural beliefs or be learned from 
associates holding similar beliefs.
The beliefs referred to in an evaluation that may be influenced by subjective norms 
can be regarded as being in four basic elements (Decker et al. 1987):
Behavioral Beliefs - beliefs about the desirable and undesirable outcomes of 
a particular belief,
Outcome Evaluations - the assessment of the worth of the consequences 
associated with a specific behaviour,
Normative Beliefs - beliefs about whether others believe that a behaviour 
should or should not be performed, and
Motivation to Comply - the degree to which a person is motivated to comply 
or not with specific referents.
The use of cognitive research in recreation in North America and Australia has 
been limited to estimation of scenic beauty and impact modelling and assessment 
(Peterson and Neuman 1969; Daniel and Boster 1976; Buhyoff and Leushner 1978; 
Buhyoff and Wellman 1979; Brown and Daniel 1984; Bell et al. 1985; Peterson and 
Brown 1986; Schreyer and Beaulieu 1986; Schroeder 1987). Though the treatment 
of data and derivation of models in each of these studies is complex, they are all 
based around similar conceptual foundations and research methodology. Each used 
either comparative ratings of a scene by different groups, or by one or more groups 
considering a variety of scenes, in order to establish rated preferences.
Ulrich (1981) used psychological measures in a cross-cultural study between Sweden 
and the USA with questionnaires using a series of scales from the principal domains 
of Dominance, Wakefulness, Attention/Interest and Stability. A second series of 
scales, the Zuckerman Inventory of Personal Reactions (ZIPERS) (Zuckerman 
1977) were used to measure Fear Arousal, Positivistic Affect, Anger/Aggression, 
Attentiveness and Sadness. However, the applicability of these results to outdoor 
recreation was limited as they were not directly related to the specific attributes of 
settings.
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In using these psychological measures for scenic beauty estimation and assessment, 
the measures of perception begin to become similar to the visual aspects of the 
experience measures of the Recreation Experience Preference (REP) items (Driver 
1977; 1983) and the Paragraphs About Leisure (PAL) (Tinsley and Kass 1979;
1980a; 1980b) which are discussed later. However, the measures of perception 
usually rely on responses to static scenes while the REP and PAL usually consider 
recreation settings as dynamic, particularly in giving regard to social interaction 
which is not fully considered in the rating of static scenes. The work on cognition 
and perception has thus often contributed to an understanding of the visual 
elements alone. In considering the broader dynamic elements of environments, 
particularly social interaction, reliance is predominantly on the REP and PAL 
measures.
Experience measures
The Recreation Experience Preference (REP) items (Driver 1977; 1983) were 
developed to measure the psychological outcomes from outdoor recreation. They 
were selected as the experience measure for this study because they were the items 
most concerned with the influence of outdoor recreation settings on recreation 
experience. Other scales considered included the Zuckerman Inventory of Personal 
Reactions (ZIPERS) (Zuckerman 1977), the Leisure Activity Questionnaire (LAQ) 
and the Paragraphs About Leisure (PAL) (Tinsley and Kass 1979; 1980a; 1980b; 
Tinsley and Johnson 1984; Tinsley and Bowman 1986).
The ZIPERS was derived to measure moods, particularly in terms of fear arousal, 
positivistic affect, anger and aggression, attentive coping and sadness. Though some 
of these may be related to the nature of the setting, none refer to the condition of 
particular setting attributes. The LAQ measures refer to the outcomes from specific 
activities, not settings, and were found difficult to operationalise in that they relied 
on a questionnaire containing 334 five-point Likert type items which Tinsley and 
Kass (1980b) reported as typically taking about 90 minutes to complete.
The PAL uses 27 paragraphs which Tinsley and Kass (1980b) reported to take about 
30 minutes to complete. The PAL was later expanded to 44 paragraphs (Tinsley 
and Bowman 1986) making the PAL more time consuming for the respondent and 
again difficult to operationalise. The PAL, even in the 44 paragraph form, had little 
relevance to specific setting attributes and was more concerned with the specific 
psychological need-satisfying properties of leisure.
The validity of constructs and the stability of the REP items have been tested in 
many studies, most notably by Driver (1977), Tinsley, Kass and Driver (1981),
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Rosenthal, Waldman and Driver (1982) and Tinsley, Ray, Driver and Manfredo 
(1986). The REP items characterising recreation experiences have also been used 
in many studies. Studies such as those by Driver and Brown (1978), Haas, Allen and 
Manfredo (1978), Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983), Knopf, Peterson and 
Leatherberry (1983), McCool (1984), Paradice (1985), Heywood (1987), Williams et 
al. (1988) and Richards (1988) have used these experience items to characterise 
recreation experiences. Each has questioned respondents about the importance of 
different elements of their recreation experience in regard to a particular activity 
and/or a certain location. Commonly they have sought differences in experiences 
with different locations or in locations with different setting characteristics. A 
comprehensive literature review of the experiential aspects of recreation was 
compiled by Berger and Schreyer (1986a). This has brought together a critique of 
many previous studies. More importantly, the literature review places experiential 
research within the framework of a broader body of research in sociology and 
psychology.
The use of the items under different conditions has been further developed by 
Manfredo (1984), Wilhams et al. (1988) and Richards (1988). The findings of these 
studies suggest that there will be variation in responses to the items dependent upon 
the technique used in questionnaire administration. Manfredo (1984) found that 
respondents placed differing importances on the items when measured onsite and 
offsite. The explanation Manfredo offered for this discrepancy was that onsite 
administration tapped the more immediate motivations associated with that 
particular visit while the offsite administration tapped the longer term more stable 
experiences associated with outdoor recreation. This difference can be likened to 
the ‘trait’ and ‘state’ differences discussed by Zuckerman (1977) with ‘trait’ referring 
to an innate characteristic and ‘state’ to a mood at a particular time.
To consider the effects of time on experience Williams et al. (1988) administered 
questionnaires to 68 students on a National Outdoor Leadership School expedition. 
The questionnaires included a series of REP items and were administered to 
students both before and after participation in the school. Williams et al. found that 
there were no significant differences between responses before and after 
participation. The results of this study were somewhat predictable given that the 
respondents were experienced in the activities undertaken. Skilled or experienced 
users would have known or learned expectations from participation in an activity 
and would not be as likely to change attitudes during the activity. Novice users may 
undergo a change in attitude as the result of increased knowledge gained from 
participation in a new activity.
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In a needs analysis of community recreation Richards (1988) found differences, 
possibly due to differing questionnaire administration techniques, between the 
desired experiences of residents and visitors to the Australian Capital Territory 
(ACT). Residents were interviewed in-home while visitors were sent mail-back 
questionnaires after contacts were established at five major tourist destinations in 
the ACT.
When the responses to the REP items by ACT residents were subjected to a 
clustering procedure eight distinct groups having different desired experiences were 
identified. The responses to the same selection of REP items by visitors indicated 
that all visitors desired similar experiences. Visitor groups, again identified by 
cluster analysis, differed only in the overall importance attached to recreation 
experiences. This difference in the importance of experiences may have been 
attributable to how well the desired experiences were satisfied by the visit, the 
higher the level of satisfaction of expectations, the greater the importance placed 
upon that experience. As suggested by Manfredo (1984) the homogeneity of visitor 
responses may also have been attributable to the offsite administration being able to 
tap longer term and more stable desired experiences.
The experience-setting relationship
The ROS planning system has its foundations on the concept that an activity is 
undertaken in a setting in an attempt to attain a desired experience (USDA Forest 
Service 1982). Given that activities can be ‘faddish’ (West 1982) and not always 
under the control of recreation managers, have different levels of specialisation and 
are not generally well defined, they do not form a useful basis for long term 
planning of outdoor recreation. It is therefore possible that the setting may be 
modified to influence the types of recreation experiences that can be attained. 
Several studies have examined the nature of the links between the setting in which 
the activity is undertaken and its influence on the experiences attained by users.
Studies of this type have been carried out by Haas, Allen and Manfredo (1978), 
Brown and Haas (1980), Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983), and more recently by 
Richards (1988). These studies shared the common technique of identifying the 
desired experiences of users and testing for association between experiences and 
preferences for different types of settings. Unfortunately comparisons of such 
studies is often not possible because of the different analytic methods used. The 
survey instruments using the REP items have varied in administration and format.
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Haas, Allen and Manfredo (1978) administered questionnaires containing a series 
of the REP items to users of two wilderness areas in Colorado. The two areas were 
chosen because they presented different settings to users. Haas, Allen and 
Manfredo considered whether the desired experiences and the impact of setting 
attributes were different for each area. The authors concluded that the desired 
experiences of users varied both between and within settings and that the preference 
for setting attributes can be the same across different settings. It was suggested that 
the substitutability of setting attributes (Hendee and Burdge 1974; Peterson et al. 
1984) in different areas was the reason for different settings providing similar 
experiences.
Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983) grouped people by desired experiences, 
preferred management actions, preferred setting attributes and preferred activities 
at three different wilderness areas in the United States of America. The similarities 
and differences between the membership of the groups were then examined to 
observe whether a preference for different experiences led to a preference for 
different settings or management actions. The results of the study suggested that 
there was some relationship between experiences, management actions, setting 
attributes and activity.
Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry (1983) and Schreyer, Knopf and Williams (1984) 
disputed the usefulness of exploring the links between desired experiences and 
setting attributes as a method of determining how to manipulate settings in order to 
supply different desired experiences. Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry considered 
the goal orientations for different types of river-floating activities across a variety of 
river settings with varying characteristics. The goal orientations between settings 
were measured by items that could be equated to the REP items and showed that 
there was variation between goal orientation across setting types. Factor analysis 
was used to explore the relationship between activity type and setting type visited. 
Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry found only weak empirical links between the 
physical setting, goal orientations and activities of users. They suggested that the 
similarities of goal orientations were more significant than the differences in goal 
orientations between settings.
Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry also used factor analysis to test whether activities 
varied across settings. Water based recreation activities proved to be closely related 
while other dimensions of leisure activities were divided between passive and active 
pursuits.
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Richards (1988) used discriminant function analysis to place groups of people with 
different desired experiences in n-dimensional mathematical space. Discriminant 
function analysis was then again used to test if this pattern was duplicated using 
observations in the same classes, considering variables which measured preferences 
for a range of setting attributes. The pattern of the group locations in the n- 
dimensional mathematical spaces were the same, whether based on desired 
experience data or setting preference data, thereby establishing that the extent of 
difference between desired experiences was translated to similar differences in the 
preferences for setting attributes. It was therefore assumed that an empirical link 
existed between desired experience and preference for setting type.
Richards (1988) further considered this thesis by testing for the significance of 
difference between the locations preferred by each group and the locations 
preferred by the rest of the sample, the groups being identified by cluster analysis of 
desired experience data. The level of confidence that each group was significantly 
different from the rest of the sample in preference for locations was frequently 
between the 75% and 90% levels of confidence and in a number of instances 
significance was found at the 90% level of confidence.
Virden and Knopf (1989) tested for the significance of difference of eight recreation 
experience domains (Escape/Rest, Nature Appreciation, Achievement, Social 
Support, Autonomy, Personal Value, Sharing/Leading, Friendship) across four 
activities (Hiking, Camping, Four wheel driving, Angling) and across four of the six 
ROS zones (Primitive, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorised, Semi-Primitive Motorised, 
Roaded Natural). In 41% of the cases the difference was significant at a 95% level 
of confidence. The experience domains of ‘Nature Appreciation’ and ‘Autonomy’ 
were independent of both activity and setting while ‘Social Support’, 
‘Sharing/Leading’ and ‘Achievement’ were the most closely associated with the 
setting visited.
Yuan and McEwen (1989) tested for the significance of difference in 31 experience 
items across three ROS categories (Rural, Roaded, Semi-Primitive) for the activity 
of camping. For 14 of the 31 experience items examined there were significant 
differences across the three zones. The items which significantly differed across 
ROS zones were those which would logically be expected to differentiate between 
experiences in different settings. For example, ‘Being Outdoors’ would not logically 
differentiate between settings as all camping is out of doors. The items related to 
‘Being in a Remote Area’, ‘Being in a Natural Area’ and ‘Being in an Unmodified 
Area’ did vary across settings and are not necessarily a part of all camping.
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Satisfaction measures
A body of literature has developed around measures of the satisfactions achieved 
from outdoor recreation. Satisfaction research has been based around five 
conceptual models, discrepancy theory, cognitive dissonance theory, economic 
theory of marginal utility, satisfaction as a separate or composite of feelings toward 
an environment and social and psychological need fulfilment (Propst and Lime 
1982).
The discrepancy theory (Peterson 1974; Beard and Ragheb 1980) suggests that the 
amount of satisfaction derived from an event is influenced by the user’s expectations 
of that event, and that expectations not met lead to dissatisfaction. The cognitive 
dissonance theory contradicts the discrepancy theory, at least in regard to user 
density, suggesting that users will be satisfied despite the discrepancy between their 
expectations and actual user density (Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978).
The cognitive dissonance theory suggests that people exaggerate their satisfaction 
with an alternate to the preferred condition in order to reduce dissonance. This is 
integrally linked to the concept of substitutability whereby satisfaction with a 
substitute may be enhanced through cognitive dissonance.
The economic theory of marginal utility has, not entirely successfully, tried to build 
models that look at relationship between the amount of satisfaction and user 
densities. The regression method of measuring discrepancy developed by 
Christensen, Heywood and Collins (1984) uses a regression formula instead of 
measuring the raw difference between expectation and satisfaction as suggested by 
Peterson (1974).
A problem that has perplexed satisfaction researchers is whether satisfaction can be 
measured as a summation of separate components or as an overall measure of 
satisfaction. The lack of understanding about this basic tenet has restricted the 
applications of research on recreation satisfaction.
McCool (1984) diverged from earlier recreation satisfaction research and followed 
the Herzberg two factor theory of satisfaction (Herzberg 1966; Herzberg et al.
1976). This theory, developed to study employee satisfaction, considers satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction as separate identities. For example, an employee will only be 
dissatisfied with salary, never satisfied. Consequently, few attributes or emotions 
can be described in one positive to negative scale. McCool (1984) cites the example 
of love and hate being extremes of emotion with no common point, one being 
negative and one being positive. McCool (1984) developed the multi-attribute
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saliency theory (MAST) which considers a setting as a series of attributes, some 
which act as satisfiers and some of which act as dissatisfiers. This links closely with 
the Fishbein-Ajzen Expectancy-Value Model discussed earlier which also considers 
the development of attitudes to be an evaluation of a series of attributes.
Recreation benefits
Exploratory work has been undertaken into the potential benefits from 
participation in recreation (Driver 1987; Schreyer and Driver undated). Research 
in this area has not been subject to the same rigour of testing that the experience 
measures have undergone but it has shown considerable potential for furthering 
understanding of the motivations and needs that can be satisfied by recreation 
(Driver and Brown 1987; Driver, Nash and Haas 1987; Schreyer and Driver 
undated). The rationale for considering benefits in this study is that the desired 
consequences of behaviour, according to the Fishbein-Ajzen theory of reasoned 
action, may be directed toward a combination of physical, social and psychological 
benefits rather than toward the improved psychological condition primarily 
considered by experience measures (Schreyer 1986).
Life cycle stage
Perhaps one of the most neglected areas of research in outdoor recreation has been 
in the field of life cycle stage. Driver et al. (1987) suggested that further research is 
needed into life cycle stage and the possible influence this may hold over recreation 
behaviour. Literature on life cycle stage is scarce with Rapoport and Rapoport 
(1975) making the most significant attempt at defining the influence of life cycle 
stage on behaviour. Other studies include those by Burch (1966), Witt and Goodale 
(1981) and Unkel (1981). To differing degrees, each of these studies has shown that 
the motives, behaviour and desired experiences of people will be different at 
different life cycle stages.
Group composition and group size
Though it has been shown by studies such as that by Heywood (1988) that the type 
of activity group influences the desired or expected experiences, little work has been 
done on the association between either group size or group composition and 
experience. Richards (1988) found that market segment profiles, based on desired 
or expected experiences were in some instances linked to group composition and 
group size. Group composition and group size are of interest because of their 
potential to impact on the nature of the potential associations between activities, 
settings and experiences. If not considered they may well decrease the statistical
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significance of any such associations.
Research results of Richards 1988
Richards (1988) prepared a three stage study, following from the work of Prosser 
and Paradice (1987) which comprised two demand surveys, one of residents and one 
of interstate visitors, and an inventory of recreation opportunities in the ACT. Brief 
methodologies, relevant key results and a discussion follow as this study provides 
much of the background context for the current study.
The resident survey component
Residents of 41 of Canberra’s suburbs were interviewed over two weekends with 937 
questionnaires being completed. The questionnaire was designed to find the 
preferred activity, where people preferred to visit, the location they had most 
preferred in the last 12 months and the impact of individual setting attributes on 
their enjoyment.
The interstate visitor survey component
A visitor survey was also administered by meeting interstate visitors at tourist 
attractions in the ACT. Each person was asked for a permanent mailing address so 
that they could be sent a more detailed questionnaire about their activities during 
their visit to the ACT. The visitor questionnaire was administered to 500 interstate 
visitors to the ACT over three days with 328 completed responses received.
Clustering user types
Responses to the importance of a series of 17 REP items were subjected to a 
clustering procedure to identify groups of people with similar desired or expected 
experiences. This was done for both the resident and visitor survey results. The 17 
REP items were drawn from the domains of Achievement, Leadership/Autonomy, 
Risk Taking, Equipment, Family Togetherness, Being With People, Meet/Observe 
New People, Leaming/Discovery, Relationships With Nature, Creativity, 
Exercise/Physical Fitness, Escape Personal/Social Pressures and Escape Physical 
Pressures.
Eight groups of ACT residents were identified and each observation (respondent) 
was assigned to a group which could be examined for the characteristics which made 
them internally similar or externally different. The eight groups were named to 
reflect their particular characteristics. The names given were:
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The Mostly Male Urban Specialist 
The Time Limited Recreationists 
The Conservative Explorer 
The Uninspired Solo Walker 
The Independent Young Adults 
The Convenient Location Picnicker 
The Motivated Enjoyment Seekers 
The Crowd Avoiders
The interstate visitor user types
The frequencies of responses to ‘extremely important’ for the REP items were used 
to differentiate between interstate visitor groups, again grouped by cluster analysis, 
by identifying the items that were considered ‘extremely important’ proportionally 
more or less often by one group than any other. The visitor group responses to each 
item showed a distribution with Group 2 members considered most items as 
‘extremely important’ more frequently than any other group. The next highest 
frequency of the ‘extremely important’ responses was by Group 5. Group 5 is then 
followed by Groups 1, 3 and 4 which are very closely associated.
The lack of variation between the experiences desired or expected made it difficult 
to separate groups. For this reason groups are not assigned names as was done in 
the resident survey. The proportion of people who considered an item to be 
‘extremely important’ within each group suggests a similarity of desired experiences 
for most interstate visitors to Canberra.
The items considered to be of most importance were ‘doing something with my 
family’, Viewing the scenery’ and ‘having a change from my daily routine’. Of little 
importance were ‘showing others I can do it’, ‘chancing dangerous situations’ and 
‘testing and using equipment’. From the proportion of individuals in each group 
who responded that an attribute added to their enjoyment it could be seen which 
attributes were most preferred by the members of each group. These were again 
similar for each group. The most enjoyed attribute is scenic views and landscapes 
while the least enjoyed are the presence of dogs, dirt road access and the ability to 
catch fish.
Effects of life cycle stage on setting choice
In considering the results of life cycle stage investigations of Richards (1988) it 
should be remembered that the categories developed were based on the work of 
Rapoport and Rapoport (1975) and had not been tested a priori to find the most
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appropriate classes to distinguish between people. Also the effects of life cycle 
stage cited by Rapoport and Rapoport (1975) have not been validated in Australia.
As expected the people between 16 and 25 years old and without children visit 
locations outside the suburban development more often than any other stage.
People aged between 16 and 25 with children under 5 years old visit predominately 
small local parks and had low visitation rates to regional urban parks and areas 
outside of the suburban development. People aged between 16 and 25 who have no 
children under 5 years old but have children older than 5 also tend to visit local 
parks more frequently.
The visitation rates of the life cycle stages of people 26 to 35 years old show a 
pattern similar to that of the 16 to 25 year old life cycle stages. People with 
children under the age of 5 showed a high visitation rate for local suburban parks, 
declining rapidly for visits to areas outside the suburban development. People with 
no children again visited locations outside the suburban development more often 
than people with children.
The visitation rates for the people in life cycle stages between 36 and 45 years old 
show considerable variation from the patterns of previous life cycle stages. The high 
rate of use of local suburban parks by people with no children suggests that as 
people age they travel less and restrict their outdoor recreation to the local parks, 
otherwise used mostly by people with children under 5 years of age.
The pattern of more restricted travel with age continued to be shown with people 
between the ages of 46 and 55. People with no children being frequent users of local 
suburban parks, with fewer visits to areas outside the suburban development. The 
high visitation rates to areas outside the suburban area by people with children 
between the ages of 5 and 15 could be attributed to travel being stimulated by the 
children seeking experiences beyond those to be found in local suburban parks.
People in life cycle stages of 56 to 65 years old and over 65 years old gave 
unexpected results in that the pattern of increased use of local parks continued for 
people aged between 56 and 65, but there was an overall decrease in park use by 
people older than 65. The 56 to 65 year life cycle stage would include many retired 
people with fewer time constraints (Rapoport and Rapoport 1975) than during 
previous life cycle stages. This is accounted for in the relatively high visitation rates 
to all park types. At life cycle stage older than 65, many people may be restricted in 
park use by health and perhaps transport difficulty. The consistently low visitation 
rates of these people was surprising in that being freed of many time constraints, the 
additional free time was not devoted to outdoor recreation.
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Classification of setting types
The diversity of sizes in the areas being classified required the use of point 
destinations rather than a grid square system. A grid square system consisting of 
grids small enough to look at the smaller urban parks would realise an 
unmanageably large database of homogeneous grids for larger park areas. 
Conversely a grid scale large enough to give a manageable database would not have 
the resolution to examine the smaller urban parks. Wilderness opportunities were 
excluded as they are not single identifiable destinations but cover large land areas. 
The attributes used in the classification are shown in Table 1.1.
Table 1.1
ATTRIBUTES USED IN THE SETTING CLASSIFICATION
ATTRIBUTE POSSIBLE LEVELS
OF EACH ATTRIBUTE
Site Facilities
Information Signs 1 2 3
Walking Trails 1 2 3 4 6
Cooking Facilities 1 2 4 5
Litter Bins 1 2 4
Toilets 1 2 3 5
Playground Facilities 1 3 5
Irrigated Grass 1 4 6
Shade Trees 1 3 6
Carparking 1 2 3 5 6
Access
Type of access 1 2 3 4 5 6
Access to water 1 2 3 4 5 6
Distance from suburban development 1 2 4 6
Physical
Park size 1 3 5 6
Topography 1 2 3 4
Managerial
Number and reason for Ranger patrols 1 2 3 5 6
Maintenance input 1 2 4 5 6
Non-recreational resource use 1 3 5 6
Social
Visitor intergroup contact 1 2 4 5 6
Amount of vandalism 1 3 5 6
Note: Missing values indicate where an attribute does not hold a particular level of development.
Five categories of attributes were used to classify recreation settings in a way that 
could be compared with the demand for the different types of settings identified 
through the surveys of Canberra residents and interstate visitors to the ACT. The
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categories were site facilities, access, physical condition, managerial condition and 
social condition. A series of 19 attributes within these five categories were chosen. 
Each could be easily measured, yet represented the character of the setting.
The six-point scale was developed as six levels was the maximum number of classes 
identified for any of the 19 setting attributes. A score of 1 was given to an attribute 
in the least developed condition and a score of 6 given for the most developed 
condition. In a number of instances less than six classes were identified. In these 
circumstances the classes that could be identified were scored on the 1 to 6 scale, 
leaving missing values along the scale. The score accorded to each level was 
intuitive, based on a knowledge of the range of settings in the ACT and corrected 
after discussion with staff from the ACT Parks and Conservation Service and ACT 
Forests.
The indicators used represent the physical, managerial and social characteristics of 
the setting. Comparisons of the mean scores of each of these 19 attributes for each 
Setting Type showed the differences which cluster analysis used to differentiate 
between the types of sites. The next step was to take the mean of the attribute mean 
scores for each of the five categories of facilities, access, physical condition, 
managerial condition and social condition. This gave the level of development of 
each of the five categories for each of the 14 Setting Types. To place each of the 14 
Setting Types on a spectrum according to level of development, the mean score of 
the five categories was calculated for each of the 14 Setting Types (Table 1.2). The 
least developed setting types scored closer to 1 and the most developed scored 
closer to 6.
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Table 1.2
MEAN SCORES OF THE CATEGORIES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES USED IN THE SETTING 
CLASSIFICATION
Type Facilities Access Physical Manag. Social Total Mean
A 2.5 3.9 2.2 4.0 4.1 16.7 3.34
B 2.8 5.5 4.2 4.1 4.6 21.2 4.24
C 2.2 3.6 1.7 4.6 2.7 14.8 2.96
D 1.5 5.6 4.6 3.5 3.2 18.4 3.68
E 2.6 5.7 4.3 4.1 4.6 21.3 4.26
F 4.4 5.4 3.5 4.3 5.3 22.9 4.58
G 1.5 4.9 1.8 3.0 3.1 14.3 2.86
H 2.1 4.7 2.0 4.0 3.4 16.2 3.24
1 1.8 2.6 1.5 2.6 2.1 10.6 2.12
J 2.2 5.7 4.6 3.6 3.4 19.5 3.90
K 2.8 5.0 4.7 4.0 4.0 20.5 4.10
L 1.7 5.2 4.2 2.0 2.8 15.9 3.18
M 2.7 6.0 4.7 4.0 4.0 21.4 4.28
N 1.3 4.3 2.4 1.5 1.5 11.0 2.20
Descriptions of setting types are as follows:
Setting Type A - Informal Non-Urban Picnic Areas
The sites in Setting Type A have little facility development. They may have name or directional signs, 
but rarely have signs prohibiting activities or giving information on the site. There may be walking 
trails, but these are not well marked or developed. Both cooking and litter facilities, if present, will not 
be prominent and consist of only a few bins and fire grates or wood barbecues. Rarely will any 
children’s playground equipment or irrigated grass be present while several sites will have toilets 
present. Plantings at the site are usually remnants of natural bushland but are occasionally exotics. 
Carparking is formalised, usually with a tar or gravel surface. Access to the site is by tar road, or by 
dirt road for a short distance, while any access to within 100 metres (m) of water at the sites will be by 
dirt road. The parks with these site types are usually within 10 kilometres (km) of suburban 
development, me larger than 20 hectares (ha), and have level or gently sloping terrain. Rangers usually 
pay daily visits to the sites while maintenance crews visit less often than once weekly. At some sites 
there is non-recreational use but this is uncommon. Visitors frequently have contact with other people 
and vandalism is infrequent to periodic.
Setting Type B - Large Area Playgrounds
The sites in Setting Type B have very few signs, and if any, only name or directional signs. This is 
representative of the provision of facilities at these sites. There are usually no walking trails, cooking 
facilities or litter facilities and rarely any toilets. However, there is occasionally playground equipment 
and irrigated grass. Plantings are invariably exotics while carparks are well developed with tar road 
access to within 100m of the site. All of the sites are within the suburbs and are generally in parks 
which are between 5 and 20ha in size with level or gently sloping terrain. Rangers usually visit the sites 
daily while maintenance crews visit at least once each week. The is no non-recreational use while 
contact with other users is almost constant and vandalism a periodic occurrence.
Setting Type C - Forest Picnic Areas
The sites in Setting Type C usually have name or directional signs and often have either information or 
prohibitive signs. Walking trails are often present, but are seldom well developed. Occasionally there
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are cooking facilities but these are most commonly wood barbecues or fire grates. There are 
occasionally no litter bins. Only occasionally are toilets present while there is rarely any playground 
equipment and no irrigated grass. Plantings are usually remnants but are sometimes exotics. Parking 
is provided but is not well developed while access is by tar road to within 100m of the site. The sites 
are usually further than 3km from suburbs and are in parks which are greater than 20ha in size, often 
having steep slopes. Both rangers and maintenance crews visit the sites weekly while extractive 
industry is often evident from the site. Contact with other users is infrequent and there is little 
vandalism.
Setting Type D - Small Undeveloped Open Spaces
Sites in Setting Type D have very little facility development. There are no signs, walking trails, or 
cooking facilities, few litter facilities and no toilets. There is rarely any playground equipment and no 
irrigation or carparking. Plantings are exotics while access is by tar road to the sites which are all 
within the suburban development, are less than 5ha in size and are level or gently sloping. Rangers 
frequently visit the sites on enforcement duties while maintenance crews visit the sites weekly. There is 
no non-recreation usage and contacts with other users are frequent while vandalism is infrequent and 
usually inadvertent.
Setting Type E - Developed Urban Picnic Areas
Sites in Setting Type E rarely have any signs and only occasionally walking trails. Several sites have 
barbecues and most have a few Utter bins. The sites occasionally have toilets, often have playground 
equipment and usually have irrigated grass. Plantings are exotics while carparking is seldom provided 
at the sites which are exclusively within the suburban development. The sites are within parks that are 
rarely over 20ha in size and have level or gently sloping terrain. Ranger visits are frequent but with a 
low profile while maintenance visits are at least weekly. There is no non-recreation use, contact with 
other visitors is frequent, if not constant and vandahsm is infrequent to periodic.
Setting Type F - Large Developed Urban Parks
Sites in Setting Type F have name or directional signs and often have signs with information about the 
site or prohibiting activities at the site. Walking trails or paths are usually well marked and are often 
artificially surfaced. Cooking faciUties are weU developed and there are prominent Utter faciUties. 
There is usuaUy playground equipment and toilet faciUties. The sites are usuaUy aU or partly irrigated 
with plantings seldom being other than exotics. Carparking is weU developed while there is tar road 
access to within 100m of the site. Quite often launching ramps are provided at waterside sites. The 
sites are seldom more than 3km from the suburbs and are situated in parks of between 5 and 20ha in 
size with gently sloping or level terrain. Rangers patrol the sites on a daily basis as do maintenance 
crews. There is no non-recreational use but contact with other visitors is constant and vandalism is 
periodic.
Setting Type G - Urban Proximate Mostly Natural Areas
The sites in Setting Type G usuaUy have signs giving only the site name or directions. Trails are often 
present but are not weU developed. There are seldom any cooking faciUties and Utter faciUties are not 
common. There are seldom any toilets, no playground equipment and no irrigated grass. Plantings are 
usuaUy natural bushland or occasionaUy remnants. There is rarely any carparking yet there is tar road 
to within 100m of the site. The sites are not any specific distance from suburbs but are in parks usuaUy 
over 20ha in size with terrain that is usuaUy gently sloping but may at times be steep. Rangers usuaUy 
visit the sites daUy but maintenance is irregular. There is no non-recreation use, contacts between 
visitors are frequent and vandahsm is infrequent.
Setting Type H - Urban Proximate Developed Natural Areas
The sites in Setting Type H have either name or directional signs and also often have either 
information or prohibitive signs. If there are walking trails they are not weU developed, having few
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markings. There are seldom cooking facilities or litter bins. There are no toilets, playground facilities 
or irrigated grass. Plantings are usually remnants or existing bushland. Parking areas are well 
developed, usually having tar road access to within 100m of the site. The sites are not in any specific 
distance range from suburbs but are usually in parks that are over 20ha in size and which may at times 
have steep terrain. Ranger visits are frequent if not daily while maintenance is irregular, but 
sometimes weekly. At some sites there is non-recreational use while there is frequent contact with 
other visitors and frequent to periodic vandalism.
Setting Type I - Unmodified Large Natural Areas
The sites in Setting Type I have name or directional signs and occasionally information or prohibitive 
signs. Walking trails are well marked and developed in some instances. Cooking facilities are either 
absent or primitive, there are rarely any litter facilities, only occasionally toilets and no playground 
equipment or irrigated grass. Site vegetation is usually either natural bushland or remnants of natural 
bushland. Carparking is usually provided and is occasionally surfaced. Access is difficult, often being 
either walking or four wheel drive and the sites are rarely within 10km of suburban development. The 
sites are rarely in parks under 20ha in size and often have steep or sloping terrain. Ranger visits are 
frequent but maintenance rarely takes place within two week intervals. There is rarely any non­
recreation use, little potential for contact with others and little vandalism.
Setting Type J - Open Space Pathways
The sites in Setting Type J rarely have any signs but have gravel or concrete pathways, no cooking 
facilities and rarely any toilets. There is no irrigated grass and plantings are exotics. No carparking is 
provided but all sites have tar roads to within 100m and are exclusively within the suburban area. The 
sites are in parks less than 5ha in size and have gentle slopes or level terrain. Ranger visits are 
frequent if not daily while maintenance visits are weekly or roughly weekly. There is no non- 
recreational use while contacts between visitors are frequent if not constant. Vandalism occurs 
infrequently.
Setting Type K - Small Suburban Playgrounds
The sites in Setting Type K have no signs, walking trails or cooking facilities. There are rarely any litter 
facilities and no toilets while most have playground equipment. There is no irrigated grass or 
carparking and plantings are exotics. The sites are all within the suburbs, have tar road access, are 
rarely over lha in size and have level or gently sloping terrain. Rangers patrol the sites daily while 
maintenance involves at least weekly visits. There is no non-recreation use, frequent if not constant 
contact with others and vandalism is infrequent.
Setting Type L - Large Undeveloped Urban Open Spaces
The sites in Setting Type L seldom have signs, and if they do, only name or directional signs. A few of 
the sites have walking trails which are not well developed. There are no cooking facilities, rarely any 
litter facilities or toilets and no playground equipment. There is rarely any irrigated grass and plantings 
are usually exotics. There is rarely any carparking but access is invariably by tar road. The sites are 
seldom outside of the suburban development and are usually over 20ha in size with level or gently 
sloping terrain. Ranger visits are usually once weekly while maintenance visits are less regular. There 
is seldom any non-recreation use while contact with other users is frequent and vandalism infrequent.
Setting Type M - Thoroughfare Playgrounds
The sites in Setting Type M have no signs, always have concrete or hotmix pathways, no cooking 
facilities, usually a few bins and no toilets. There is normally playground equipment present but no 
irrigation while plantings are exotics. No formal carparking is provided and access is invariably by tar 
road. The sites are within the suburbs, are usually less than lha in size, but can be up to 5ha, with level 
or gently sloping terrain. Rangers visit the sites daily while maintenance is either regular weekly or 
roughly weekly. There is rarely any non-recreational use while contacts with others are frequent and
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vandalism infrequent.
Setting Type N - Huts and Trails
The sites in Setting Type N usually have name or directional signs but at times have no signs at all. 
Walking trails are usually present but are not well developed. There are rarely cooking facilities, no 
litter facilities, no toilets and no playground equipment or irrigation. Plantings are usually existing 
bushland or occasionally remnants of natural bushland. There is no carparking provided and access is 
by tar road. The sites are within 10km of suburban development and are over 5ha in size with terrain 
that can at times be steep but is usually gently sloping. Ranger visits are irregular or weekly with a low 
public profile while there is no maintenance input. There is seldom any non-recreation use while there 
is little contact with other visitors and rarely any vandalism. In three instances, in the commercial 
forests, there were huts at these sites.
Criticisms of Richards 1988
There have been two main criticisms made of Richards’ (1988) study. The first was 
at a technical level in the use of the REP items in the demand surveys and the 
second at a conceptual level concerned with the number of Setting Types derived in 
the setting classification.
In several instances a single REP item was used to represent a scale and domain of 
the item pool. It needs to be recognised that only a certain aspect of the domain, 
not the whole domain, is represented by a single item.
The second area of criticism was in the classification of 14 Setting Types rather than 
the more traditional use of six zones in the ROS planning system. This criticism 
fails to make the distinction between the zoning process which underlies the ROS 
planning system and the site specific setting classification by Richards (1988).
The ROS planning system is designed for macroscopic, broad planning where 
individual sites are not considered. The classification system used by Richards 
(1988) was developed to consider individual settings and the attributes of those 
settings. In the ROS planning system these would all be included in the urban zone 
which would include settings as diverse as parkland with little facility development, 
intensively used and highly developed parks through to suburban playgrounds.
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2.2 Aims and hypotheses
The aims of the thesis considered in this part are, to:
investigate whether visitors to different types of settings are motivated by a 
desire to achieve different experiences,
identify differences in the relative values of setting attributes, associated with 
different activities, experiences and visits to different types of settings,
identify whether people desiring different experiences find satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction with the same conditions of setting attributes,
test for differences in the relative values of setting attributes under different 
seasonal climatic conditions,
identify the experiences associated with visits to different types of settings 
and to test whether these varied with seasonal climatic condition,
investigate the extent of change to the conditions of setting attributes desired 
by visitors to different types of settings and desiring or expecting different 
experiences,
test the possible effect on the activity, setting and experience associations of 
group size, group composition and life cycle stage on the association between 
setting and experience.
The hypotheses tested in this part are:
H I That measured REP domain importance scores will differ for both visitors to 
different Setting Types and those undertaking different Activity Types.
Test Test for the significance of difference between the REP domain importance 
scores for visitors to different Setting Types and for different Activity Types.
H2 There will be different relative values for setting attributes for people in
different Experience Types, visitors to different Setting Types and tor people 
undertaking different Activity Types.
Test Test for the significance of difference between the relative values for setting 
attributes for different Experience Types, for visitors to different Setting 
Types and for different Activity Types.
H3 Different Experience Types will show a preference for different hypothetical 
ideal settings.
Test Test of the consistency and extent of change to make a hypothetical ideal 
setting for each Experience Type.
H4 Individual’s group size, group composition and life cycle stage will be 
associated with the Activity Type undertaken, Setting Type visited and 
Experience Type designation.
Test Cross-tabulations between group size, group composition and life cycle stage 
and Activity Type, Setting Type and Experience Type.
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H5 There will be different satisfiers and dissatisfiers to the recreational 
experience for different Experience Types.
Test Examination of the differences in the type and frequency of satisfiers and 
dissatisfiers between Experience Types.
2.3 Research design
The research design used in this study conforms with the ‘Preexperimental Design 3 
- The Static Group Comparison Design’ described by Cherulnik (1983). This form 
of research is simplistic compared to some of the other more complex true- 
experimental and quasi-experimental designs that are frequently used in attitudinal 
and behavioral research. However, Cherulnik points out that this technique is 
appropriate to case studies, such as the current research, where the researcher 
intends to observe a situation at a certain time, rather than to observe changes to 
one or more independent variables over time.
The dangers in using this design in attitudinal research are the influences of 
extraneous events, such as observer effects, and statistical regression effects. 
Extraneous events are those beyond the control of the researcher. Observer effects 
include disturbance by an interviewer and the possibility of respondents attempting 
to answer or behave in ways directed at either pleasing or displeasing the 
interviewer. Statistical regression occurs where extreme results are recorded that 
are attributable to the respondent being in an extreme frame of mind at the time of 
sampling. The possibility of statistical regression is exacerbated by sampling onsite 
where unusual events, such as insect bite, may prompt an extreme response.
In the static group comparison design the researcher studies two or more groups 
whose composition is beyond researcher control and where the groups are isolated 
from one another. While the researcher may choose the conditions where groups 
will be studied, this does not include the ability to contrive or manipulate conditions 
during observations.
The current study complied with this design but used different locations to study 
groups, rather than using different time periods at the one site with conditions 
changed between groups. This meant that although weather conditions varied 
during sampling, the conditions were similar for all groups. This reduced the 
potential effect of weather acting as an extraneous influence.
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2.4 The study area
The Australian Capital Territory (ACT) was declared in 1911 as the site for the 
national capital (Map 1). The Territory was placed inland, away from the coast in 
case of naval attack, and midway between the largest of Australia’s pre-federation 
cities, Sydney and Melbourne. The land designated for the Territory was extended 
southward into the mountains to provide a quality water catchment for the national 
capital.
In 1913, at the commencement of building the national capital (Canberra), the now 
urban portion of the Territory was, due to grazing, mostly a treeless plain 
surrounded by barren hills. The southern portion of the ACT was primarily wet and 
dry schlerophyll eucalypt forest with some areas cleared for grazing. An early task 
in building the national capital was to revegetate, with woodlands and forests, the 
surrounding hills as visual backdrops to the city. The concepts of the ‘bush capital’ 
and ‘city in a forest’ were recognised early in Canberra’s development and extensive 
tree planting was initiated. Three artificial lakes have been created within 
Canberra, providing significant recreational resources. The surrounding hills, now 
mostly revegetated, also provide for limited nature-oriented recreation use.
To stabilise soils, provide employment and so to strengthen the economic base of 
the ACT, several pine plantations were established. These are currently operational 
and include Stromlo, Kowen, Uriarra and Pierces Creek Forests. Multiple use 
forestry is practised and the forests, particularly Stromlo, provide for extensive 
recreation use.
The Murrumbidgee River runs south to north through the ACT. Though there are 
some areas of pine plantation along the river, the river corridor is mostly designated 
for either nature conservation or recreation use.
The Tidbinbilla Nature Reserve covers 5,500 hectares and is managed for nature 
conservation and the display of native wildlife in natural surroundings. The reserve 
is within the Tidbinbilla Valley that was previously used for grazing. The reserve 
has a number of picnic facilities, animal enclosures, bird watching hides, nature 
trails and an information centre.
The southern portion of the ACT was designated as the Namadgi National Park in 
1983 and covers 104,000 hectares. The park includes remote alpine areas, grazing 
lands and two space tracking stations (Orroral and Honeysuckle), now closed but 
significant for their contribution to the 1969 Apollo 13 moon landing.
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The ACT Parks and Conservation Service is responsible for the management of 
publicly owned lands, the urban parks, sportsgrounds, nature reserves and the 
Namadgi National Park. The Service is also responsible for the management of the 
Googong Reservoir, which is in the state of New South Wales, but is part of the 
water catchment for the ACT. The Googong Reservoir provides a significant 
recreational fishery for ACT residents. ACT Forests are responsible for the 
management of the commercial pine forests of the ACT. The study area includes 
the areas of the ACT managed by ACT Forests and the ACT Parks and 
Conservation Service plus the Googong Reservoir which forms a significant part of 
the spectrum of opportunities available to ACT residents.
2.5 The research outline
This study is intended to clarify the association between the experiences from 
recreation visits, the different types of settings in which those visits take place and 
the activities which are undertaken. The approach taken characterised the 
experiences associated with visits to different settings and the relative values of a 
series of setting attributes. Through this process it is possible to explore the 
associations between experiences and the attributes of a setting chosen for a visit. 
This study is conceptually similar to other studies such as Manfredo, Driver and 
Brown (1983), Paradice (1985) and Richards (1988), but differed considerably in the 
techniques, questionnaire and administration, and methods of analysis used.
The study considered the findings of You-Lin, Peterson and Rogerson (1988) and 
Peterson et al. (1984) who regard nested models as the most accurate predictors of 
recreation choice behaviour. This suggests that during selection, settings are first 
narrowed by attributes to form groups of similar settings. This was the rationale 
behind using a series of sites from each of the five most prevalent Setting Types in 
the ACT as described by Richards (1988).
Following the findings of Manfredo (1984), Williams et al. (1988) and Richards 
(1988) questionnaires were administered onsite. This was done to observe the 
immediate stimuli for the visit and not those associated with outdoor recreation in 
general. Reference is made to Activity Type, Setting Types and Experience Types 
throughout this part of the thesis. Activity Type is a general description of the 
activity being pursued, Setting Type is derived from the classification of Richards 
(1988) and Experience Type refers to a characterisation of the experiences of 
grouped respondents at the time of interview. Respondents were grouped according 
to similarities in importance scores for REP items.
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Each of the ‘Types’ referred to is a realisation of an opportunity, not the opportunity 
itself. For example, the experiences discussed are those of the respondent at that 
time, consistent with the case study approach. The Experience Types therefore 
refer to the current experiences, not desired or expected experiences. The reader 
should be aware that this case study does not refer to the opportunities to 
participate in activities, visit settings or attain experiences but to the actualisation of 
each of these.
Onsite administration helped avoid respondent confusion with either longer-term 
more stable desires or those associated with visits to other sites which may have had 
vastly different setting attributes. Experiences were characterised by respondents 
rating the importance of items from the REP item pool. A subset of sites was 
sampled again in autumn-winter, as opposed to the spring-summer sampling, to 
determine whether the experiences desired by visitors to different sites varied with 
change in season.
Respondents were asked to rate the value of a series of attributes to the decision to 
visit that setting. The results were used to calculate the relative value of each 
attribute for its contribution to the decision to visit that particular type of setting.
A danger in asking people for their attitudes toward, or preference for, setting 
attributes is that they will be subject to the known parameters of existing supply and 
compositions of attributes. Questionnaires also contained a question asking people 
how they would alter the setting they had visited to make it more ideal. This 
concept of hypothetical ideal composition regards settings as a composite of 
attributes (Fishbein 1963; Lancaster 1966), each possessing its own condition and 
impact on the user. This diverges from the strict interpretation of the ROS planning 
system (USDA Forest Service 1982) where the condition of all setting attributes is 
considered to be similar within classes on a primitive-to-urban continuum.
To identify experiences which may add to the items described by Driver (1977;
1983) a fourth year forestry class from The Australian National University 
participated in a brainstorming exercise. This does not imply that the item pool 
developed by Driver was considered inadequate, but was done to check whether 
different items applied to people in Australia than to people in the United States of 
America (USA) where the item pool was developed. The only addition to the 
Driver item pool was the concept of contact with the opposite sex. This item had 
already been described by Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry (1983).
With no additional items being identified, 48 of Driver’s (1977) REP items, 
representing 26 scales and 12 domains, were included in the questionnaire. The
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additional item, heterosexual contact (Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry 1983), was 
added giving a total of 49 items. The heterosexual contact item was regarded as 
representing a further scale and domain, giving a final set of 27 scales and 13 
domains.
Following from the work of Herzberg (1966; 1976) and McCool (1984) the surveys 
considered the multi-attribute saliency theory by asking respondents to nominate 
the attributes of the setting visited which caused satisfaction or dissatisfaction in 
regard to their desired recreation experiences. This was to consider whether people 
desiring different experiences or visiting different settings are satisfied or 
dissatisfied with different setting attributes.
Also considered were possible associations between life cycle stage, the experiences 
desired and the type of setting visited and activities undertaken. Richards (1988) 
identified trends which implied validation of the Burch (1966) and Rapoport and 
Rapoport (1975) contention of differing behaviour between life cycle stages. Burch 
(1966), Rapoport and Rapoport (1975) and Witt and Goodale (1981) contend that 
age and household structure is correlated with behaviour. For example, people with 
young children are usually establishing homes, have little discretionary time, and 
therefore will recreate near their homes.
Though it has been shown by studies such as that by Heywood (1988) that the type 
of group influences the experiences desired or expected, little work has been done 
on the association between group composition and experience. Richards (1988) 
found that market segment profiles, based on desired or expected experiences were 
in some instances linked to group composition and group size. The composition and 
size of the respondent’s group are of interest because of their potential to affect the 
nature and therefore empirical significance of the association between activities, 
settings and experiences.
2.6 Methods
The Setting Types used for the administration of questionnaires were based on the 
classification of Richards (1988). The sites were representative of the spectrum of 
Setting Types in lands managed by the ACT Parks and Conservation Service and 
ACT Forests. Representation was achieved by selecting a series of settings, each of 
which is typical of the five most prevalent Setting Types found in the ACT. During 
the sampling each of the sites was in a condition considered acceptable by the ACT 
Parks and Conservation Service and ACT Forests. This avoided extraneous events, 
such as vandalism, having an abnormal influence on respondents’ perception of
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setting attributes.
After preparation of a draft questionnaire, pilot testing was undertaken with tertiary 
students involved in land management courses at The Australian National 
University. Pilot testing was used to avoid ambiguities in both wording and layout 
and to identify setting attributes or new experience items which had not previously 
been considered.
The survey instrument
As with most research surveys carried out through agency support, this 
questionnaire carried additional questions to meet the needs of the supporting 
agencies, the ACT Parks and Conservation Service and ACT Forests. In this 
instance that requirement was for only three additional questions. Fortunately these 
could be placed so that they added to the flow of the questionnaire, the general 
acceptance of the questionnaire, and hence, the survey as a whole. This was 
particularly important as the questionnaire was lengthy to administer, taking 
between 12 and 15 minutes as a norm, but up to 25 minutes in extreme cases. 
Reinforcing the idea to respondents that their contribution of time and disruption to 
their activity was assisting their, and others’, enjoyment of recreation through 
improved recreation planning also raised acceptance of the questionnaire. This 
overcame possible respondent dissatisfaction with the disruption of their activity.
Questions 1 and 20 of the questionnaire (Appendix 3) were of only marginal interest 
to the research problems being investigated but relevant to the needs of the ACT 
Parks and Conservation Service and ACT Forests. However, these questions 
provided a useful lead-in to the questionnaire by asking where people lived in 
Canberra and a logical ending to the questionnaire by asking if there were any 
general comments respondents wished to make regarding the agencies and their 
activities. Question 5 was the only other question not directly relevant to the 
research problem and simply used a ‘Yes/No’ format to ask whether the respondent 
had previously visited the location.
The remaining questions were directly related to the research problem. Question 2 
asked about group composition, question 3 about group size and question 4 about 
the role of the respondent in the group.
Question 6 asked whether the respondent chose the activity or the setting first but 
then, again for the interests of the agencies, asked the alternative locations 
considered. Question 7 asked why the location visited, as opposed to the 
alternatives, was chosen.
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Question 8 asked the importance, on a modified six-point Likert scale, of the 49 
REP items. This question was placed early in the questionnaire because of its 
importance as a pivotal or dependent variable within the overall research design. 
Question 9 followed because it was also an important consideration, and therefore 
less subject to the possibility of respondent fatigue which may occur later in the 
questionnaire. The modified Likert scale used to ask importance was the same as 
that used in the previous question, about the REP items, and therefore retained the 
respondents understanding of that scale. This question asked respondents about the 
importance of each of the setting attributes (relative value) to the decision to visit 
that particular location.
Question 10 sought a hypothetical ideal setting by asking the manner in which, and 
the extent to which, respondents would change the condition of the attributes (more 
or less developed) of the setting they visited. The condition of the Setting Type was 
indicated by a series of markings, one for each attribute, that described the level of 
development, relative to the other Setting Types. This was based on the scores used 
by Richards (1988) to derive the Setting Types considered. Respondents were asked 
to rearrange the marking with the extent of change being indicated by the distance 
that the marking was moved, the greater the extent of change desired the greater 
the distance of movement of the marking.
Question 11 was an open ended question that sought the benefits that users 
expected from their visit. The interviewers had only limited training in how to 
handle the probing required for these questions and were instructed to move quickly 
through the question as time constraints placed on interviewers limited the depth of 
probing that could be carried out.
Questions 12 and 13 asked respondents about the features of the setting that 
significantly detracted (dissatisfiers) or significantly added (satisfiers) to their 
enjoyment. Both questions asked for the four most important features in order of 
importance.
Question 14 simply asked for the respondents’ activity and question 15 whether the 
location or the activity was chosen first when planning the visit. Questions 16 and 17 
sought the age of the respondent and the composition of the respondents’ household 
in order to classify respondents by life cycle stage.
Survey administration
All respondents to the questionnaire were over 16 years of age. Members of the 
group were asked to identify the group member who contributed most to the
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selection of the site to visit and was over the age of 16. This person was asked to 
participate in the interview. Only one person from each group was interviewed. 
Groups were not approached unless they had stayed at the site for at least 30 
minutes to indicate that they were not merely in transit.
The rationale for this sampling strategy was to avoid interviewing people with little 
concern about the area visited and who were only there because of the other group 
members and people who may have been opposed to the choice but were overruled 
by others in the group. Children under the age of 16 were not interviewed as the 
final decision on where to visit would most likely rest with the parent or supervising 
adult, particularly where motor vehicle transport was required. Refusals to 
participate in the survey were not recorded but interviewers estimated this to be less 
than 5%. In all, 829 questionnaires were completed.
While interviewers were generally stationed at a particular site throughout the day, 
low visitor numbers in some areas meant that it was not efficient to have survey staff 
stationed in such areas for a full day. In those instances interviewers were given a 
series of sites to sample. The times that sites were sampled were varied by 
randomly selecting the first site visited, the rest of the sites being sampled in a 
predetermined sequence. To ensure that heavily visited sites were not over­
represented, interviewers were instructed to spend no more than two hours at any 
one site. In large remote areas such as Namadgi National Park interviewers 
followed a circuit route in an attempt to contact visitors at sites along that route.
It should be noted that interviewers did not sample along walking trails but made 
contact at trail origins. These respondents were therefore interviewed either before 
or after the activity, rather than during, as were respondents using other locations or 
undertaking activities other than walking.
A series of 43 sites were sampled representing five of the most prevalent Setting 
Types described by Richards (1988). The other nine Setting Types had little or no 
facility development and attracted too few visitors to support sampling and are not 
major factors in the provision of recreation opportunities in the ACT. The Setting 
Types considered were types A, C, F, I and N as described in section 2.1.
Questionnaires were administered intermittently over a period from October 1989 
to June 1990 and under a range of weather conditions (Table 2.1). The sampling 
locations and the number of questionnaires collected at each site are shown in 
Table 2.2.
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Table 2.1
DATES AND WEATHER CONDITIONS DURING SAMPUNG
Date Temperature 
degrees C
Wind
km /hr
General
7 Oct. 1989 17.7 37 Rain
8 Oct. 14.4 15 Drizzle
14 Oct. 16.1 57 Drizzle then clear
15 Oct. 23 .6 43 Frost then clear
21 Oct. 19.0 32 Frost then clear
22  Oct. 21.1 43 Frost then clear
28 Oct. 19.1 46 Clear
29 Oct. 19.8 28 Clear
10 Feb. 1990 23.6 85 Early showers then clear
11 Feb. 23.0 54 Few showers
17 Feb. 23.6 48 Few showers, thunderstorm
18 Feb. 25.6 39 Cloudy then clear
24 Feb. 27.5 39 Clear
25 Feb. 25.7 24 Clear
26 May 11.4 0 Fog then hazy
27 May 16.0 22 Fog then hazy
2  Jun. 10.6 61 Few showers
3  Jun. 13.2 20 Clear
Table 2.2
SAMPLE LOCATIONS
Location Site Setting
Type
Questionnaires
Uriarra Crossing East Bank 49 A 12
Point Hut East Bank 50 A 17
Cotter Cam pground 52 A 8
Pine Island 37 A 92
Uriarra Crossing W est Bank 33 A 12
Koala Enclosure 27 A 9
Kangaroo Enclosure 28 A 8
Tharwa Bridge 29 A 5
Tidbinbilla River Picnic 22 A 9
Toilet Block Picnic Area 23 A 5
Sheedy Creek Picnic Area 24 A 9
Bird Observation Area 20 A 4
Molonglo Gorge North 17 A 1
Bulls Head 55 A 7
Willow R at 44 C 3
W oods Reserve 45 C 17
Murrays Corner 46 C 15
Concrete Crossing 47 C 0
Gibraltar Falls 48 C 8
Corin Dam 54 C 3
Blundells Farm 34 C 2
Padovans Crossing 35 C 3
Tanners R at 42 C 2
Molonglo Gorge South 16 C 0
Blue Tiles Picnic Area 18 C 1
Cotter Circle 51 F 18
Cotter Reserve 53 F 46
Corroboree Park 01 F 7
Weston Park 02 F(E) 48
McDerm ott Place 03 F(E) 50
Black Mountain Peninsula 04 F 17
Lennox Gardens 05 F 17
Diddam s Close 06 F(E) 10
Fadden Pines 07 F 8
Kings Park 08 F 45
Telopea Park 09 F 94
John Knight Park 10 F 85
Adventure Playground 11 F 32
Hom estead 19 I 0
Rshing Gap Carpark 21 I 0
Hanging Rock Carpark 25 I 0
Red Hill Carpark 26 I 6
Information Centre -Glendale 30 1 0
Orroral Crossing Picnic Area 31 1 13
Casuarina Sands Lower Pond 40 1 14
Casuarina Sands Upper Pond 41 1 27
W oolshed Picnic Area 12 1 6
Foreshores Carpark 13 1 10
Tin Hut Carpark 14 1 9
Cascades Picnic Area 15 1 3
Blue Range Hut 36 N 11
Laurel C am p 43 N 1
Total 829
Note: the bracketed Setting Types are the original designations of Richards 1988
2.7 Analytic methods
The following are brief discussions about the statistical methods as applied 
throughout this part of the thesis.
Discriminant function analysis
Discriminant function analysis examines how well two or more groups can be 
distinguished between given a series of scores on the basis of two or more variables. 
The SAS software package (SAS Institute Inc. 1987) gives the generalised squared 
distance between groups and an a posteriori ‘error count estimate’ for each group. 
The generalised squared distance between groups shows where the groups lie in 
relation to one another within a n-dimensional mathematical space where ‘n’ is the 
number of variables. The a posteriori ‘error count estimate’ is based on the 
probability of the observations being classified into that same group by available 
recorded variables. This technique can describe how well a set of classes, identified 
from one set of variables, can be described by alternative sets of variables.
Tatsuoka (1970) suggests the general rules for data requirements for discriminant 
function analysis are that there should be a larger number of variables than groups 
being compared and the sample size should be at least two or three times the 
number of variables. Tatsuoka also recommends that the size of the smallest group 
should be no less than the number of variables considered although no explanation 
as to why is given. Brown and Tinsley (1983) suggest that as a conservative rule of 
thumb for multivariate testing the number of observations should be 10 times the 
number of variables but support the more specific rules given by Tatsuoka. They 
also comment that large data sets tend to overestimate discriminant ability while 
small data sets possibly introduce bias in calculating error count estimates.
The SAS software system discriminant function analysis (SAS Institute Inc. 1987) 
can be used with either parametric or nonparametric algorithms, dependent on 
whether the data is multivariate normally distributed or not. Multivariate normality 
is invalid where one or more variables have a highly skewed distribution with 
several outlying high or low values, or where there are many repeated values (Manly 
1986).
Cluster analysis
Cluster analysis is a method which groups similar observations into a smaller 
number of clusters based on certain criteria (Manly 1986). The number of classes is 
unknown prior to cluster analysis. The criterion used by cluster analysis to group 
similar observations is that they have similar scores for each of the variables
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belonging to each observation.
There are a number of algorithms for cluster analysis but these can generally be 
described by two particular approaches (Manly 1986). The first approach is 
hierarchic where analysis begins with calculation of the distance from each 
observation to all other observations. Groups are then derived by either a process 
of agglomeration, where all observations begin as single member groups and are 
progressively grouped, or where all observations are initially in one group and are 
progressively split. The second approach involves partitioning with observations 
being allowed to move in and out of groups at different stages of the analysis. To 
begin with, some arbitrary group centres are chosen and individuals are allocated to 
the group centre.
A two-stage clustering technique can be used where large numbers of observations 
are being considered. First, the SAS ‘Fastclus Procedure’ (SAS Institute Inc. 1987) 
is used to group observations into a subset of groups. Second, these sub-groups are 
clustered using the Ward’s minimum variance method, also a SAS software 
procedure. It may be necessary to reduce the number of observations in this way if 
the computing capacity to perform Ward’s minimum variance method over a large 
sample is not available. The ‘Fastclus’ method, though often considered less 
precise, has much lower computing requirements and is therefore particularly useful 
for analysis of large data sets.
‘Fastclus’ is a partitioning method which performs disjoint cluster analysis on the 
basis of Euclidean distances. The method is based on nearest centroid sorting. The 
means of clusters are first estimated using a set of points called cluster seeds. The 
first complete (no missing values) observation is selected as the first seed. The 
second seed is the next complete observation greater than a specified minimum 
distance from the first seed. As observations are added to clusters the cluster mean 
(centroid) is updated. The initial seeds are eventually replaced by the means of the 
temporary clusters which are constantly updated until no further changes occur. As 
‘Fastclus’ is not a hierarchical procedure the number of initial seeds (and hence 
final clusters) must be specified. Several different runs, with different specifications 
for the maximum number of seeds, must be completed to determine the number of 
clusters in a data set.
Ward’s minimum variance method is a hierarchical, agglomerative method which 
calculates the distance between two clusters as the ANOVA sum of squares between 
clusters summed over all the variables. At each level of the clustering hierarchy the 
within cluster sum of squares is minimised over all partitions obtainable by merging
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two clusters from the previous level.
Ward’s minimum variance method was considered particularly appropriate as it is 
biased toward producing clusters with roughly the same number of observations. 
This trait was considered useful because the further analysis would be assisted by 
roughly equal group sizes.
The statistics reported for the SAS software system for cluster analysis are the R- 
square, Pseudo-F statistic and Cubic Clustering Criterion. In their review of 
clustering statistics Milligan and Cooper (1983) found that the Cubic Clustering 
Criterion is one of the most precise and reliable statistics of those commonly used. 
Likewise, the Pseudo-F was considered an accurate measure. The main value of the 
R-square is showing the amount of variation explained at each level in the clustering 
procedure.
Interpretation of both the Pseudo-F and Cubic Clustering Criterion is achieved by 
looking for peaks in the scores. Peaks are based on finding the largest difference 
between successive levels of different cluster solutions, with the lower cluster 
solution being used as the best solution.
Analysis of variance
The analysis of variance comparison of means (ANOVA) procedure is used to test 
the null hypothesis that the means of more than two samples or classes are the same 
for a dependent variable. The calculations involved in ANOVA are available in 
most statistical texts and are automatically computed by most statistical computer 
software systems. There are a number of rules in using ANOVA that must be 
observed. It is preferable, though not obligatory, that the sample sizes be roughly 
equal and that the data in each sample approximate a normal distribution. Unless 
the data deviate severely from these underlying assumptions the ANOVA test 
statistic (F-statistic) will still be valid.
The F-statistic calculated can be translated to a probability using the critical values 
of the F-distribution. If the probability is less than the desired confidence level, for 
example 0.05 for a 95% level of confidence, then the null hypothesis can be rejected 
and difference between samples assumed. A multiple comparison of means was 
carried out using a series of Bonferroni t-tests of differences between pairs of 
means. This procedure can be used to show which pairs of means contribute to an 
overall significant difference across a group of means.
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Cross -tabulation
Cross-tabulation can be used to test the extent of association between variables 
grouped into classes. The significance of the relationship between the variables in 
the cross-tabulation (often referred to as a contingency table) can be calculated 
using the chi-square statistic. The chi-square statistic is calculated using the 
goodness of fit between the expected and observed frequencies. The calculation of 
critical values and degrees of freedom are readily available from most statistical 
texts and are automatically produced by most computerised statistical systems. The 
null hypothesis being tested is that the variables are independent. When the 
calculated chi-square is greater than the critical value of the chi-square for the 
chosen confidence level, at the appropriate number of degrees of freedom, the null 
hypothesis can be rejected, signifying that the samples are not the same according to 
the dependent variables (Zar 1984). Zar warns that the chi-square analysis may be 
rendered invalid if any of the cells in the cross-tabulation have zero observations or 
if more than 20% of the cells have less than five observations.
Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-test
The Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-test is the nonparametric analogue of the paired 
sample t-test and compares the absolute values of differences between paired 
samples where the distribution of the samples is not necessarily normal. Once the 
differences between each pair is calculated the absolute values of the differences are 
ranked. The ranks assigned to tied observations are the mean of the ranks that 
would have been assigned had they not been tied. The original sign (+ or -) is then 
affixed to the corresponding rank. The critical value is calculated by summing the 
ranks with similar signs. The null hypothesis is that the samples are the same if the 
sum of either sign is less than or equal to the critical value (of the Wilcoxon t- 
Distribution) for the desired confidence level (Zar 1984). Zar recommends this 
technique over two sample tests for cases where there is likely to be pairwise 
correlations of data.
Correlation analysis
Correlation analysis can be used to measure the closeness of the linear relationship 
between two variables. Where one variable can be expressed exactly as a linear 
function of the other, the correlation will be either 1 or -1, depending on whether 
the relationship is direct or inverse. A correlation of zero means that one variable 
has no predictive ability for the other (SAS Institute Inc. 1987). In all instances in 
this study the statistic reported is the Pearson product-moment correlation which 
can be interpreted according to the rules stated above.
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Coding of data
The analysis of survey results relied heavily on the use of modified Likert scales 
(Likert 1967) to translate importances, relative values and preferred changes into 
coded scores that could be used in analysis. These scales were chosen for three 
main reasons. The first was to provide simply interpreted scales for respondents. 
The second was to provide the diversity of choice necessary for analysis and the 
third to be as consistent as possible with other scales cited in the literature.
The modified Likert scales used for the REP item scores and relative values of 
setting attributes are as follows:
1 = Not at all important
2 = Of little importance
3 = Somewhat important
4 = Moderately important
5 = Very important
6 = Extremely important
Question 10 of the survey instrument asked respondents to move markings to 
indicate whether they wished the setting attributes at that particular Setting Type to 
be more or less developed. A move of each box toward a less developed condition 
accrued a score of minus one and each move toward a more developed site accrued 
a score of plus one. Similarly, a move of two accrues a score of plus two.
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2.8 Results
Seasonal difference
The first analysis undertaken was to test for the significant differences between the 
warm weather (spring-summer) and cold weather (autumn-winter) results in order 
to understand the possible sources of variation within the data set. The hypothesis 
tested was that there would be no significant difference between the experiences 
sought by people who completed the questionnaire during the warmer months and 
those who completed questionnaires during the colder months.
A sample of 716 completed questionnaires were collected across the five Setting 
Types between October and February. The data from these warmer months 
(weather conditions shown in Table 2.1) were pooled and compared with data from 
113 questionnaires across four of these Setting Types in May and June. Setting 
Type N was not resampled in May and June because of the expense involved in 
collecting enough questionnaires to support analysis from these remote settings 
which are little used over winter.
The mean scores for the experience domains for the warm and cold weather data 
for each Setting Type were compared using the Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-test 
(Zar 1984, SAS Institute Inc. 1987). Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-tests were also 
used to compare the mean scores of the relative values of the contributions of 
setting attributes to the decision to visit for the same pairs of respondents by 
Setting Type (Table 2.3).
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Table 2.3
RESULTS OF PAIRED COMPARISONS T-TESTS OF SEASONAL DIFFERENCE
Probability of Difference
ALL SETTINGS
Experience Domain Scores 0.7496
Relative Value of Setting Attributes 0.6118
SETTING TYPE A
Experience Domain Scores 0.0776
Relative Value of Setting Attributes 0.0003*
SETTING TYPE C
Experience Domain Scores 0.2568
Relative Value of Setting Attributes 0.0013*
SETTING TYPE F
Experience Domain Scores 0.4511
Relative Value of Setting Attributes 0.0390*
SETTING TYPE 1
Experience Domain Scores 0.0010*
Relative Value of Setting Attributes 0.3168
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Setting Type descriptions can be found at page 25
In four instances there were significant differences between the pairs of data 
collected in each season at a 95% level of confidence. Significant differences were 
found between REP domain score means in one instance (Setting Type I) and three 
times (Setting Types A, C and F) between the relative values of setting attributes 
(Table 2.3). The REP domain scores differed most in Setting Type C with more 
importance being placed on the ‘Family Togetherness’ domain in the colder months 
and greater importances on ‘Social Contact’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’ in the 
warmer months. In Setting Type F samples, experience domains differed the most 
with the ‘Physical Rest’ domain being more important in the warmer months than in 
the colder months (Table 2.4). This represented the greatest difference between 
experience domain scores.
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The relative contributions to choice at Setting Type I varied most with the attributes 
of access to ‘Swimming water’, ‘Rangers’ and ‘Fishing areas’ being more important 
contributors in the warmer months than in the colder months. ‘Privacy’, ‘Green 
lawns’, ‘Barbecues’, ‘Picnic tables’ and ‘Park seats’ were found to be less important 
in the warmer months than they were in the colder months (Table 2.5). Although 
these differences were indicated, for later analysis the data have been pooled so that 
they represent a whole year rather than a season.
Table 2.4
REP DOMAIN SCORES OF COLDER AND WARMER MONTH SAMPLES BY SETTING TYPES
D om ain Setting
Type  A Type C Type F Type I
W arm Cold W arm Cold W arm Cold W arm C old
Achievement 1.89 1.96 2.17 2.02 1.87 1.83 2.20 1.46
Leadership/Autonomy 1.99 1.84 2.17 2.00 1.75 1.90 2.07 1.83
Equipment 1.59 1.99 1.70 1.26 1.60 1.90 2.19 1.56
Family Togetherness 3.73 3.54 3.26 4.42 3.49 3.67 3.49 3.44
Social Contact 4.57 4.01 4.92 4.32 4.36 4.05 4.73 4.78
Meet/Observing New People 2.02 2.04 1.84 1.86 2.24 2.20 2.25 2.03
Learning/Discovery 3.31 3.35 3.91 3.75 2.75 2.94 3.64 3.39
Relationship With Nature 4.27 4.10 4.44 4.52 3.45 3.80 4.43 4.30
Exercise/Physical Fitness 3.00 3.04 3.17 2.87 2.61 2.93 3.35 2.59
Physical Rest 4.56 3.93 4.34 4.05 4.40 3.84 4.86 4.78
Escape Personal/Social Press. 4.10 3.29 3.97 3.77 3.71 3.54 4.34 4.15
Escape Physical Pressure 3.69 3.36 4.12 3.79 2.97 3.07 4.04 3.59
Heterosexual Contact 1.94 1.90 2.39 1.90 1.93 2.23 2.49 2.00
Table 2.5
ATTRIBUTE VALUE SCORES BETWEEN COLDER AND WARMER MONTH SAMPLES BY 
SETTING TYPE
Setting Attribute Setting Mean
Type A Type C Type F Type I
Warm Cold Warm Cold Warm Cold Warm Cold
Walking distance 1.30 1.78 2.66 1.05 1.85 1.56 1.15 1.22
Well aw ay 3.23 2.48 4.14 4.21 2.74 2.78 3 .73 4.00
Car access 3.81 2.95 3.93 3.55 3.58 3.59 3 .75 3.78
Away from  traffic 4.64 4.13 4.38 4.20 3.78 4.10 4.86 4.22
Jogging areas 1.60 2.03 2.00 1.25 1.97 1.95 1.54 1.89
Cycle paths 1.44 1.70 2.14 1.15 2.27 2.46 1.34 1.00
Horse trails 1.28 1.45 2.00 1.10 1.19 1.34 1.19 1.00
Trail bike riding 1.29 1.45 2.14 1.10 1.27 1.12 1.14 1.00
Rallying roads 1.26 1.23 2.31 1.00 1.17 1.12 1.08 1.00
Safety from openness 3.04 3.15 2.90 3.25 3.41 3.36 3.01 2.78
Privacy 2.82 3.00 2.97 2.90 2.31 2.32 2.53 3.56
Nature walks 4.53 4.31 3.93 4.85 3.68 3.93 4.28 4.78
Swim ming water 3.41 2.48 2.93 1.85 1.97 1.88 2.78 1.56
Sailing water 1.34 1.53 2.34 1.10 1.77 1.78 1.48 1.00
Fishing areas 1.94 1.98 2.76 1.70 1.63 2.08 3.05 1.56
Water to view 3.67 3.50 3.76 3.95 3.55 3.88 3.84 4.33
Utter free 4.70 3.88 5.03 4.60 4.81 4.44 4.93 4.89
Open space 4.23 3.97 4.03 4.35 4.68 4.41 4.34 4.56
Floral displays 1.91 2.30 2.97 1.75 2.14 2.88 1.74 1.78
Green lawns 3.11 3.13 3.41 3.00 4.61 4.05 2.83 3.89
Toilets 4.31 3.70 3.21 4.25 4.21 4.44 4.05 5.00
Natural landscapes 4.83 4.48 4.69 4.85 3.75 4.28 4.83 4.78
Trees and shrubs 4.80 4.25 4.76 4.65 4.45 4.18 4.41 4.67
Pine forest smells 3.26 3.10 3.96 3.95 1.90 2.48 2.06 2.67
Pine forest 2.73 2.90 3.14 3.35 1.64 2.35 1.71 1.78
Signs 3.09 2.31 2.34 2.45 1.93 2.73 2.78 2.11
Brochures 2.11 2.10 2.62 1.55 1.41 1.55 2.43 1.67
Advertising 1.83 1.60 2.03 1.75 1.38 1.68 1.81 1.78
Ftangers 2.29 1.78 2.45 1.55 1.42 2.08 2.33 1.11
Dogs allowed 2.23 1.85 2.90 1.60 1.97 1.68 1.53 1.00
Similar activities 2.54 2.25 2.45 2.20 2.57 2.58 2.14 1.89
No children 1.66 1.33 2.86 1.15 1.41 1.35 1.56 1.67
Other children 2.50 2.20 2.72 1.95 2.67 3.20 1.91 1.33
Few others 3.14 2.98 3.66 2.80 2.52 2.18 2.75 3.56
Many others 1.93 1.83 2.90 1.45 2.01 2.25 1.76 1.89
Cultural significance 2.03 1.90 2.28 1.75 1.62 1.65 1.80 1.67
Barbecues 3.81 3.33 3.62 4.60 3.72 3.60 3.24 5.33
Drinking fountains 2.01 1.78 2.14 1.65 2.57 2.55 2.20 2.11
Picnic tables 3.95 3.53 3.86 4.40 4.00 3.48 3.45 5.11
Picnic shelters 3.37 3.25 3.03 3.85 2.51 3.03 2.64 3.44
Utter facilities 4.17 3.58 3.79 3.95 4.35 4.18 3.48 4.44
Park seats 3.32 2.50 3.10 3.53 4.14 4.03 3.10 4.78
Playground equipm ent 2.27 2.38 1.90 2.10 3.63 4.62 1.34 1.56
Public transport 1.48 1.26 2.04 1.30 1.63 1.75 1.25 1.00
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Sample profile
The distribution of the ages of the respondents are shown in Table 2.6 and the life 
cycle stages in Table 2.7. The life cycle stages used (Table 2.7) are the classes 
derived by Richards (1988). It is assumed that the sample obtained is representative 
of the life stages of visitors throughout the ACT but little other data is available as a 
reference. The assumption is based on the similarity of group composition and size 
breakdowns between this and other studies such as by Boden (1971), McMaster 
(1975; 1980) and Hogg (1986) undertaken in the ACT.
Table 2.6
AGES OF RESPONDENTS
Age (years) Frequency in Sample % in Sample
1 6 -2 5 162 20.0
2 6 -3 5 276 34.0
3 6 -4 5 256 31.6
4 6 -5 5 62 7.6
5 6 -6 5 42 5.2
>  65 13 1.6
Almost two-thirds of the people who made decisions on recreation visits were aged 
between 26 and 45 years old (Table 2.6). The bias toward these life stages (4 to 9) 
indicates that they are a large proportion of the decision makers about recreation 
visits in the ACT. It should be remembered that children under the age of 16 years 
old were not interviewed. A large proportion of the sample were family groups were 
interviewed in this study (Table 2.8). The proportions of group compositions and 
group sizes are similar to those found in other studies in the ACT (Boden 1971; 
McMaster 1975; 1980; Hogg 1986; Richards 1988) suggest that the sample would 
represent visitors throughout the ACT.
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Table 2.7
LIFE CYCLE STAGES OF RESPONDENTS
Life S ta g e  * F requ en cy  in S am p le %  in S am p le
1 121 17.9
2 13 1.9
3 23 3.4
4 87 12.9
5 71 10.5
6 49 7.2
7 60 8.9
8 23 3.4
9 118 17.4
10 41 6.1
11 16 2.4
12 42 6.2
13 13 1.9
*  S tage A ge (years) Fam ily  Status
1 16-25 with no children
2 16-25 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
3 16-25 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
4 26-35 with no children under 14 years old
5 26 -35 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
6 26-35 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
7 36-45 with no children under 14 years old
8 36-45 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
9 36 -45 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
10 46 -55 with no children under 14 years old
11
12 
13
46 -55  
56-65  
65 or older
with children under 14 but over 5 years old
Table 2.8
GROUP COMPOSITIONS OF RESPONDENTS
G ro u p  C om position Frequ en cy  in S am ple %  in S am p le
Individual 67 8.1
Family 363 43.8
Friends 163 19.7
Family and friends 198 23.9
Organised club or group 35 4.2
Other 3 0.4
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Table 2.9
GROUP SIZES OF RESPONDENTS
G roup Size F requency  in Sam ple % in Sam ple
1 p erso n 6 3 7 .6
2  p e o p le 15 5 1 8 .7
3  to  5  p e o p le 3 2 3 39.1
6  to  10  p e o p le 17 4 2 1 .0
m ore  th a n  10  p e o p le 1 1 2 1 3 .5
Table 2.10
GROUP ROLES OF RESPONDENTS MOST RESPONSIBLE FOR DECISIONS
Role F requency % in Sam ple
M other 2 0 9 17.1
Father 19 2 1 5 .7
G ran d m oth er 12 1 .0
G randfather 7 0 .6
Individual M ale 18 1 .5
Individual F em a le 10 0 .8
W ife 14 5 1 1 .9
H u sb an d 12 3 10.1
D au gh ter 3 4 2 .8
S on 2 0 1 .6
Aunt 8 0 .7
U ncle 5 0 .4
Friend 3 4 2 2 8 .0
G roup C oord in ator 18 1 .5
S ister 2 4 2 .0
Brother 15 1.2
N iece 2 0 .2
N ep h e w 1 0.1
C ou sin 5 0 .4
G ra n d d a u g h ter 1 0.1
G ran d son 0 0 .0
Individual (u n s e x e d )  3 2
Note: e a c h  re sp o n d en t could  c h o o se  up to  3 roles
2 .6
In considering the roles of respondents it should be remembered that each 
respondent could choose up to three roles (Table 2.10). For example, in a ‘Family 
and Friends’ group (24% of the sample) the respondent may be a parent, spouse 
and friend. This will impact greatly on the number of ‘Friends’ as potentially 198 of 
these responses may be duplicated in the ‘Mother’, ‘Father’, ‘Wife’ or ‘Husband’ 
categories. Also the role of ‘Friend’ is not split by gender as are most other roles.
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Little is known about how recreation choices are made and it is unclear as to the 
sequence in which factors are considered when choices of what to do and where to 
do it are being made. Respondents were asked whether they first considered the 
activity or the location. Table 2.11 shows that almost 60% of the respondents first 
chose an activity before choosing a location.
T able 2.11
RESPO NSES TO WHETHER ACTIVITY OR LOCATION WAS CHOSEN FIRST
F a c to r F re q u e n c y  In S a m p le %  in S a m p le
A ctivity 4 6 4 5 8 .9
L o cation 3 2 4 41.1
The range of activities undertaken by respondents is shown in Table 2.12. The more 
frequent activities were barbecuing and picnicking although walking, fishing, 
relaxing and swimming were all well represented. The proportion of Activity Types 
undertaken is similar to those found in a previous ACT studies (Richards 1988), 
again confirming the similarity of the sample to visitors as a whole.
T able 2 .12
ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN BY RESPONDENTS
A ctiv ity  T y p e F re q u e n c y  in S a m p le %  in S a m p le
1 P la y g ro u n d 69 8 .8
2  B a r b e cu in g 2 0 7 2 6 .3
3  R ea d in g 9 1.1
4  C y c lin g 18 2 .3
5  Drinking 1 0.1
6  W alk in g 71 9 .0
7  W alk  D og 6 0 .8
8  F ish in g 41 5 .2
9  P a r ty in g /S o c ia lis in g 31 3 .9
10  S a ilb o a rd 11 1.4
11 S c e n ic  V iew ing 23 2 .9
12  P icn ick in g 163 2 0 .7
13 R elax in g 7 7 9 .8
14  J o g g in g 7 0 .9
15  S a ilin g 4 0 .5
16 S w im m in g 2 3 2 .9
17 D raw ing 6 0 .8
18 P raying 1 0.1
19  C a m p in g 9 1.1
2 0  Four W h eel Driving 2 0 .3
21 C a n o e in g /R a ft in g 8 1.0
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Table 2.13 shows the frequency of responses to the most important factor in the 
choice of an area to visit. By far the most frequent response was being close to 
home or central in location while the availability of barbecues and playgrounds were 
also important.
Table 2.13
FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISIONS ON PARKS TO VISIT
Factor Frequency in Sample % in Sample
1 Playground 44 11.9
2 B arbecues 38 10.3
3 Picnic Tables 4 1.1
4 S ce n ic  Beauty 18 4 .9
5 A c ce ss 7 1.9
6 B icycle Paths 7 1.9
7 T rees 9 2 .4
8 Spring R ow ers 0 0 .0
9 C lo se  to H om e/C entral 123 33 .2
10 Parking Available 3 0 .8
11 Tranquillity 14 3 .8
12 Wildlife 1 0 .3
13 Shelter 10 2 .7
14 S p a ce 18 4 .9
15 W ater Views 11 3 .0
16 Water 13 3 .5
17 Fish 4 1.1
18 Few  People 18 4 .9
19 Toilets 2 0 .5
20 Privacy 1 0 .3
21 D o g s Allowed 2 0 .5
22 Away From Traffic 1 0 .3
23 G oing Past 5 1.4
24 Prior Knowledge 16 4 .3
25 More People 1 0 .3
The relative contributions of a series of setting attributes to the choice of a location 
to visit were sought during the interview. The coding used in analysis of the data is 
a six-point scale with a score of (1) being least important. Table 2.14 shows that the 
attributes that were highly valued in the decision of where to visit were being ‘Away 
from traffic’, availability of ‘Nature walks’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’, 
being ‘Litter free’, having ‘Open spaces’, ‘Toilets’ and ‘Litter facilities’. It is 
apparent that natural environments play an important part in the choice of where to 
visit but there is a reluctance to relinquish facilities in order to enjoy these 
environments in a pristine condition. The contribution of attributes to the decision 
to visit will be reviewed later in this document for both specific experiences and 
specific activities.
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Table 2.14
RELATIVE CONTRIBUTIONS OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES TO CHOICE
V ariab le M ean Std D ev
1 Walking d is tan ce 1.65 1.43
2 Well aw ay 3.02 1.77
3 Car ac c e ss 3.61 1.84 Score co d es
4 Away from traffic 4.13 1.65
5 Jog g in g  a re a s 1.83 1.48 1 = Not a t all im portant
6 Cycle p a th s 1.94 1.63 2 = Of little im portance
7 Horse trails 1.26 0.85 3 = S om ew hat im portant
8 Trail bike riding 1.29 0.96 4 = M oderately im portant
9 Rallying roads 1.22 0.89 5 = Very im portant
10 Safety from o p e n n e ss 3.24 1.78 6 = Extrem ely im portant
11 Privacy 2.52 1.71
12 Nature walks 4.01 1.67
13 Swim m ing w ater 2.38 1.87
14 Sailing w ater 1.64 1.44
15 Fishing a re a s 1.91 1.60
16 W ater to  view 3.63 1.85
17 U tter free 4.73 1.31
18 O pen sp ace 4.46 1.52
19 Floral d isp lays 2.11 1.58
20 G reen lawns 3.92 1.80
21 Toilets 4.16 1.79
22 Natural lan d scap es 4.21 1.63
23 Trees and  sh ru b s 4.50 1.36
24 Pine forest sm ells 2.45 1.82
25 Pine forest 2.10 1.63
26 Signs 2.35 1.66
27 Brochures 1.76 1.34
28 Advertising 1.58 1.20
29 R angers 1.79 1.37
30 Dogs allowed 1.98 1.70
31 Similar activities 2.48 1.65
32 No children 1.52 1.19
33 O ther children 2.52 1.79
34 Few o thers 2.74 1.62
35 Many o thers 2.00 1.49
36 Cultural significance 1.78 1.40
37 B arbecues 3.69 2.01
38 Drinking fountains 2.32 1.81
39 Picnic tab les 3.88 1.87
40 Picnic shelters 2.82 1.95
41 U tter facilities 4.14 1.76
42 Park se a ts 3.72 1.92
43 Playground eq u ip m en t 2.97 2.12
44 Public transport 1.54 1.25
Respondents were asked to nominate the benefits they felt they would receive from 
their visit. A benefit was described in the questionnaire as ". . .  any desirable
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change (gain or improvement) that you might realise from use of this or other 
similar areas". The results (Table 2.15) show that ‘Relaxation’ was the most 
frequently expected benefit. ‘Family Togetherness’ ranked as the second most 
frequently expected benefit. ‘Mental Relaxation’, ‘Nature Appreciation’, 
‘Tranquillity’ and ‘Group Togetherness’ were the next most frequently expected 
benefits.
Table 2.15
BENEFITS EXPECTED FROM PARK VISITS
Expected Benefit Frequency in Sample % in Sample
1 Relaxation 255 29.6
2 Relax Children 3 0 .3
3  Family T ogeth ern ess 190 22.0
4 Mental Relaxation 79 9.2
5  R elease  Work Tension 10 1.2
6 Appreciate Nature 74 8.6
7 Tranquillity 73 8.5
8  Group T ogeth ern ess 86 10.0
9  Physical Fitness 73 8.5
10 Away From Parents 2 0.2
11 Avoid Family T ensions 3 0.3
12 Self C onfidence 1 0.1
13 Excitem ent 2 0.2
14 D evelop Skills 10 1.2
15 N ostalgia 1 0.1
Note: up to four choices for each respondent
The experiences of respondents
The experiences of respondents were measured using a series of the REP items 
developed by Driver (1977; 1983) (Table 2.16). Richards (1988) previously showed 
the associations of a selection of items to be the same in the ACT as in the USA and 
from this suggested the utility of the existing items in Australia.
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Table 2.16
ITEMS USED TO DESCRIBE DESIRED OR EXPECTED EXPERIENCES
Item Scale Domain
1 To help you feel like a Reinforcing self-image Achievement
better person
2 To have others think highly Social recognition "
of you for doing it
3 To have others recognise and ■ M
adm ire you for doing it
4 To develop your skills and Com petence testing ■
abilities
5 To experience excitem ent Seeking stimulation ■
6 To experience a lot of action " *
7 To be on your own Independ./Autonom y Leadership/Autonom y
8 To be your own boss " "
9 To control things Control/Power "
10 To be in charge of w hat’s ■ ■
happening
11 To use your leisure equipm ent Equipment Equipment
12 To talk to others about your " "
equipm ent
13 To test your equipm ent " "
14 To com pare your equipm ent with ■ "
other peoples’
15 To do som ething with your Family togetherness Family togetherness
fam ily
16 To do w hat your children " “
wanted you to do
17 To do som ething your entire " "
fam ily  would like
18 To do som ething your spouse ■ ■
or associate w anted you to do
19 To enjoy the com pany of Being with friends Social contact
people who cam e with you
20 To be with others who enjoy Being with similar •
the sam e things you do people
21 To be with other people ■ ■
having similar values
22 To be with people who are • "
enjoying them selves
23 To talk to new and varied Meeting new people M eeting/Observing
people new people
24 To build friendships with new * ■
people
25 To see new faces " *
26 To observe other people Observing other people ■
27 To experience new  and Exploration Learning/Discovery
different things
28 To explore the area ■
29 To study nature Learn about nature Relationship with nature
continued over page
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Table 2.16
ITEMS USED TO DESCRIBE DESIRED OR EXPECTED EXPERIENCES
Item Scale Domain
continued from previous page
3 0 T o  g a in  a  b e t t e r  a p p r e c . G e n e ra l  n a tu r e  e x p e r . "
o f  n a tu re
31 T o  v iew  th e  s c e n ic  b e a u ty S c e n e r y ■
3 2 T o  b e  d o s e  to  n a tu re G e n e ra l  n a tu r e  e x p . "
3 3 T o  e n jo y  t h e  s m e lls  a n d ■ ■
s o u n d s  o f n a tu r e
3 4 T o  ta k e  in t h e  n a tu ra l • •
s u r r o u n d in g s
3 5 T o  o b ta in  a  fe e l in g  o f * "
h a rm o n y  w ith  n a tu re
3 6 T o k e e p  p h y s ic a lly E x e r c is e /P h y s ic a l E x e r c is e /P h y s ic a l
fit f i tn e s s f i tn e s s
3 7 T o  im p ro v e  y o u r  p h y s ic a l ■ "
h e a l th
3 8 T o  fe e l  g o o d  a f te r  b e in g ■ ■
p h y s ic a lly  a c t iv e
3 9 T o  re la x  p h y s ic a lly P h y s ic a l  r e s t P h y s ic a l  r e s t
4 0 T o  h e lp  r e le a s e  o r  r e d u c e  s o m e T e n s io n  r e le a s e E s c a p e  P e r s o n a l /
b u ilt-u p  t e n s io n s S o c ia l  p r e s s u r e s
41 T o  g e t  a w a y  fro m  th e  d e m a n d s E s c a p e  ro le  o v e r lo a d s ■
o f o th e r  p e o p le
4 2 T o h a v e  a  c h a n g e  fro m  y o u r E s c a p e  d a ily  ro u t in e s *
d a ily  ro u tin e
4 3 T o  e x p e r ie n c e  s o l i tu d e P r iv a cy E s c a p e  p h y s ic a l
p r e s s u r e s
44 T o  e x p e r ie n c e  p e a c e  a n d  c a lm T ran q u illity "
4 5 T o  g e t  a w a y  f ro m  o th e r  p e o p le P r iv a cy "
4 6 T o  b e  a w a y  f ro m  c ro w d s  o f E s c a p e  c ro w d s *
o th e r  p e o p le
4 7 T o e x p e r ie n c e  th e  o p e n  s p a c e S e e k  o p e n  s p a c e ■
4 8 T o  g e t  a w a y  f ro m  th e E s c a p e  p h y s ic a l  p r e s s . "
n o is e  b a c k  h o m e
4 9 T o  b e  w ith  o th e r s  o f th e H e te ro s e x u a l  c o n ta c t H e te ro s e x u a l  c o n ta c t
o p p o s i te  s e x
The associations between items within scales and within domains were examined by 
producing a correlation matrix of the 49 items. This 49 column by 49 row matrix is 
presented as Table A l.l. The correlations between items are generally, as expected, 
highest where they come from within the same scale. High correlations also occur 
where items come from the same domain. The correlations between domains 
(Table 2.17) approximate those reported by Driver (1977). A second correlation 
matrix (Table 2.17) was produced that examined the associations between domains 
and was also used as a comparison with the associations described by Driver (1977).
58
The correlations of the items, both inter-domain and intra-domain, replicate those 
reported by Driver (1977) to an extent which supports the validity of the adoption of 
those item associations in this study. With the acceptance of the experience domain 
structures, the scores for items in each domain were averaged to calculate the 
domain score to be used for further analysis.
Table 2.17
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF THE EXPERIENCE DOMAINS
Domains
A B D E F G H I M N O P
A 1.00
B 0.37 1.00
D 0.49 0.27 1.00
E 0.12 -0.03 0.02 1.00
F 0.19 -0.08 0.08 0.35 1.00
G 0.31 0.17 0.21 0.03 0.23 1.00
H 0.38 0.29 0.22 0.19 0.20 0.41 1.00
1 0.24 0.26 0.08 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.56 1.00
M 0.37 0.23 0.33 0.10 0.19 0.28 0.44 0.46 1.00
N 0.13 0.14 0.01 0.15 0.27 0.16 0.24 0.36 0.18 1.00
0 0.26 0.32 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.22 0.40 0.43 0.33 0.52 1.00
P 0.23 0.47 0.17 0.00 0.03 0.09 0.38 0.51 0.30 0.38 0.64 1.00
X 0.21 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.22 0.17 0.03 0.13 0.16 0.24 0.19
Domains (from Driver 1977 except for Domain X)
A - Achievement
B - Leadership/Autonomy
D - Equipment
E - Family togetherness
F - Social contact
G - Meeting/Observing people
H - Learning/Discovery
I - Relationship with nature 
M - Exercise/Physical fitness 
N - Physical rest
O - Escape personal/social pressure 
P - Escape physical pressure 
X - Heterosexual contact
Derivation of Experience Types
To gain a profile of the experiences of visitors the domain scores for each 
observation were subjected to cluster analysis. The results of this analysis (Table 
2.18) indicate that the variation in observations is best explained at a five cluster 
level of classification. The Pseudo-F and Cubic Clustering Criterion of this table 
are interpreted by looking for peaks in the scores. Peaks are based on finding the 
largest difference between successive levels of different cluster solutions, with the 
lower cluster solution being used as the best solution. The R-square, in very general 
terms, describes the degree of explanation at each level of clustering.
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Table 2.18
RESULTS OF CLUSTER ANALYSIS OF EXPERIENCE DOMAINS
Number of Clusters R-square Pseudo-F *CCC
10 0.411 63.6 -13.958
9 0.393 66.3 -15.651
8 0.371 69.1 -17.806
7 0.348 73.1 -18.281
6 0.322 78.1 -18.562
5 0.296 86.4 -17.705
4 0.253 93.1 -17.600
3 0.208 108.3 -15.736
2 0.145 140.4 -12.333
1 0.000 0.000
* Cubic Clustering Criterion
Table 2.19
FREQUENCY OF OBSERVATIONS IN EACH EXPERIENCE CLUSTER
Cluster Frequency Per cent
Cluster 1 278 33.5
Cluster 2 391 47.2
Cluster 3 85 10.3
Cluster 4 35 4.2
Cluster 5 40 4.8
829 100
A discriminant function analysis was run to test the a posteriori probability of the 
REP domain scores being able to place observations in one of the five clusters 
derived. The a posteriori probability is shown for each of the five clusters in Table 
2.20. The table also shows the generalised squared distance between clusters. This 
places the clusters within an n-dimensional mathematical space and shows the 
extent of similarity and dissimilarity between clusters.
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Table 2.20
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSIS OF EXPERIENCE CLUSTERS
Generalised Square Distances
Cluster 1 2 3 4 5
1 0
2 0.75 0
3 1.16 1.04 0
4 6.69 4.10 6.05 0
5 3.34 2.75 3.28 6.78 0
a posteriori probabilities
Cluster 1 2 3 4 5
Probability
Expected 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Observed 0.49 0.57 0.52 0.21 0.30
The generalised squared distances between groups show that groups 1 and 4 and 
groups 4 and 5 are the most dissimilar while groups 1 and 2 and groups 2 and 3 are 
the most similar.
The 13 mean domain scores for the 49 REP items are shown in Figure 2.1 and Table 
A1.2. These mean domain scores can be used to derive experience descriptions for 
each of the five groups identified through cluster analysis. These descriptions follow 
Figure 2.1. The items used in these descriptions are those that contribute the most 
to discriminating between groups. The probability that the mean scores for each 
domain differ between classes was tested by an analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
procedure. The probabilities (Pr>F) of differences for each domain are reported in 
Table A1.2 and show that the differences were significant, at a 95% level of 
confidence, for all domains. Significant pairwise differences between groups were 
tested by the Bonferroni multiple t-test procedure. The results of this analysis are 
shown in Table A1.2. This suggests that all domains would have contributed to 
differentiating between the five groups identified by cluster analysis. From this 
point the groups will be referred to as Experience Types.
The mean scores of the domains show that three classes of importance can be 
described among the experience domains. The domains of relatively high 
importance were ‘Social Contact’ and ‘Physical Rest’. Those of moderate 
importance were ‘Family Togetherness’, ‘Leaming/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With 
Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’ and ‘Escape Personal/Social Pressures’.
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Domains of low importance were ‘Achievement’, ‘Leadership/Autonomy’, 
‘Equipment’, ‘Meeting/Observing New People’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’.
The following are brief characterisations of the Experience Types. Descriptive 
names have been assigned to highlight the unusual characteristics of each group.
EXPERIENCE TYPE 1 The Casual
Compared to the total sample this group has low scores for all domains but 
particularly low on ‘Meeting/Observing New People’, ‘Leaming/Discovery’, 
‘Relationships With Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’, ‘Physical Rest’, ‘Escape 
Personal/Social Pressures’ and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’.
EXPERIENCE TYPE 2 The Family Naturalist
This is the largest group and exhibits the same characteristics as the description of 
the sample as a whole except for placing more importance on the ‘Family 
Togetherness’ and ‘Relationships With Nature’ domains.
EXPERIENCE TYPE 3 The Unwed
This group can be differentiated from the rest of the sample because of the little 
importance on the ‘Family Togetherness’ domain and slightly more importance on 
the ‘Social Contact’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’ domains than the sample as a 
whole.
EXPERIENCE TYPE 4 The Sensationalists
This group placed comparatively more importance on each domain except for 
‘Escape Physical Pressure’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’ than did any other 
Experience Type.
EXPERIENCE TYPE 5 The Escapists
This group placed more importance on ‘Leadership/Autonomy’, 
‘Meeting/Observing New People’, ‘Relationships With Nature’, ‘Physical Rest’, 
‘Escape Personal/Social Pressure’, and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’ than did the 
sample as a whole. The domains of ‘Family Togetherness’, ‘Social Contact’ and 
‘Heterosexual Contact’ were considered less important by this group than by any 
other Experience Type.
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Figure 2.1
PLOT OF REP DOMAIN SCORES BY EXPERIENCE TYPE
DOMAIN SCORE
A B C D E F G H I J K L M
EXPERIENCE DOMAIN
Domain Scores
1 = Not at all important 
2 = Of little importance
3 = Somewhat important
4 = Moderately important 
5 = Very important
6 = Extremely important
Legend
1 = Experience Type 1
2 = Experience Type 2
3 = Experience Type 3
4 = Experience Type 4
5 = Experience Type 5
Legend
A = Achievement 
B =Leadership/Autonomy 
C = Equipment 
D = Famfly T ogethemess 
E = Social Contact 
F = Meet/Observing New People 
G = Leaming/Discovery 
H = Relationship With Nature 
I =Exercise/Physical Fitness 
J = Physical Rest
K ^Escape Personal/Social Pressure 
L = Escape Physical Pressure 
M = Heterosexual Contact
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Figur« 2.2
PLOT OF REP DOMAIN SCORES BY SETTING TYPE
DOMAIN SCORE
A B C D E F G H I J K L M
EXPERIENCE DOMAIN
Domain Scores
1 = Not at all important
2 = Of little importance
3 = Somewhat important 
4 = Moderately important 
5 = Very important
6 = Extremely important
Legend
A = Setting Type A 
C = Setting Type C 
F = Setting Type F 
I = Setting Type I 
N = Setting Type N
Legend
A = Achievement 
B = Leadership/Autonomy 
C = Equipment 
D = Family T ogethemess 
E = Social Contact 
F = Meet/Observing New People 
G = Leaming/Discovery 
H = Relationship With Nature 
I = Exercise/Physical Fitness 
J = Physical Rest
K =.Escape Personal/Social Pressure 
L = Escape Physical Pressure 
M = Heterosexual Contact
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Experience Type versus Setting Type (Hypothesis 1)
Figure 2.2 and Table A1.3 show the mean scores for experience domains against 
each Setting Type. The visitors to Setting Type A (Informal Non-Urban Picnic 
Areas) place high importance on ‘Leaming/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With Nature’ 
and ‘Escape Personal/Social Pressure’. Setting Type C (Forest Picnic Areas) 
visitors place high importance on ‘Leaming/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With Nature’ 
and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’ and low importances on ‘Meeting/Observing New 
People’. Visitors to Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks) placed little 
importance on ‘Leaming/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With Nature’ and ‘Escape 
Physical Pressure’. Visitors to Setting Type I (Unmodified Large Natural Settings) 
placed high importance on ‘Equipment’, ‘Social Contact’, ‘Leaming/Discovery’, 
‘Relationships With Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’, ‘Escape Personal/Social 
Pressure’, ‘Escape Physical Pressure’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’. People who visit 
Setting Type N (Huts and Trails) placed high importance on ‘Achievement’, 
‘Leadership/Autonomy’, ‘Equipment’, ‘Relationships With Nature’, 
‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’, ‘Family Togetherness’ and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’ 
and low importance on ‘Meeting/Observing New People’ and ‘Physical Rest’. The 
(Pr>F) probabilities show that the domain scores differed significantly across 
Setting Types, at a 95% confidence level, in all instances except for ‘Family 
Togetherness’ and ’Social Contact’ which did not significantly differ across Setting 
Types.
Figure 2.3 and Table A1.4 show the proportion of each Experience Type visiting 
each of the five Setting Types sampled. The results show that there is an association 
between Setting Type and Experience Type. Associations can be found for all five 
Experience Types and Setting Type F, and Experience Type 2 (The Family 
Naturalist) and Setting Types A and C.
Experience Type versus Activity Type (Hypothesis 1)
Table 2.21 shows the domain scores by Activity Type and that the domains were 
significantly different (Pr<0.05) in all instances except for ‘Heterosexual 
Contact’.
65
Fr
eq
ue
nc
y 
Fr
eq
ue
nc
y 
Fr
eq
ue
nc
y
Figure 2.3
PROFILES OF EXPERIENCE TYPES BY SETTING TYPE
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A = Setting Type A 
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a = 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,17,18,19,21
b= 1,2,3,4,6,7,9,10,11,12,13,14,16
c= 1,10,11,12,13
d= 3,6,8,10,13,14
e= 6,10,13,14
f= 6,10,13,14
g= 1,3,6,13,14
h = 1,2,6,8,9,11,12,13,16,19,21 
i= 1,2,9,10,12 
j = 6,11,19,21 
k= 1,2,9,10,14 
l= 6,10,11,12,13 
m= 1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9,11,12,13 
n = 1,2,9,12,13 
0= 1,2,8,9,11,12,13 
p= 1,2,8,9,12,13
q = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,11,12,13,16,19,21 
r= 6,12,13,19 
s= 1,2,9,10 
t=  6,8,12,13,19 
U = 6,7,8,12,13,16,19
Data Coding
1 = Not at all important 
2= Of little importance 
3 = Somewhat important 
4= Moderately important 
5= Very important 
6= Extremely important
I = Playground 
2= Barbecuing 
3= Reading 
4= Cycling 
5= Drinking 
6= Walking 
7= Walk Dog 
8= Fishing
9= Partying/Socialising 
10= Sailboard
I I  = Scenic Viewing 
12= Picnicking 
13= Relaxing
14= Jogging 
15= Sailing 
16= Swimming 
17= Drawing 
18= Praying 
19= Camping
20 = Four Wheel Driving
21 = Canoeing/Rafting
Figure 2.4 and Table A1.5 shows a possible association between Experience Type 
and Activity Type. This appears to be between Experience Type 1 (The Casual) and 
barbecuing (2) and picnicking (12) and between Experience Type 2 (The Family 
Naturalist) and playground (1), barbecuing (2), reading (3), jogging (4), picnicking 
(12), camping (19) and canoeing (21). No significance testing was attempted due to 
the large number of cells in the cross-tabulation with less than five observations.
Activity Type versus Setting Type (Hypothesis 1)
The cross-tabulation between Activity Type and Setting Type (Figure 2.5 and Table 
A1.6) shows that some activities are associated with one or more settings. 
Associations are apparent between barbecuing (2), scenic viewing (11), swimming 
(1), camping (19) and canoeing (21) and Setting Type A (Informal Non-Urban 
Picnic Areas). The activities of playground (1), barbecuing (2), reading (3), cycling 
(4), walking dog (7), partying/socialising (9), sailboarding (10), picnicking (12), 
relaxing (13), and jogging (14) are all associated with Setting Type F (Large 
Developed Urban Parks). Setting Type I (Unmodified Large Natural Settings) is 
associated with fishing (8).
It should be noted a series of two-way rather than a single three-way cross­
tabulation were used in analysis, that is, Experience Type by Setting Type, 
Experience Type by Activity Type and Setting Type by Activity Type, rather than 
Experience Type by Setting Type by Activity Type. This was because the large 
number of cells created in the three-way cross-tabulation would have nullified the 
possibility of any significance testing. Also the large number of cells in the three- 
way cross-tabulation, which could not logically be collapsed into a smaller number 
of cells, would be confusing to both present and interpret.
However, these can be presented in a series of tables that show the associated 
factors between activity, setting and experience. Tables 2.24, 2.25 and 2.26 
summarise the preceding information on the activity, setting and experience 
associations by regarding Activity Type, Setting Type and Experience Type as 
controlling factors and listing other associated factors.
Differences in setting preferences with experience differences (Hypothesis 2)
With respondents classed according to Experience Type it is possible to treat the 
Experience Type as the dependent variable and to explore the association between 
this variable and other variables such as the relative value of setting attributes and 
hypothetical ideal setting condition. Figure 2.6 and Table A1.7 show the relative
70
values of setting attributes to the decision to visit by Experience Type. ANOVAs 
were used to test for significant differences in setting attribute scores for each 
Experience Type.
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Figure 2.5
PROFILES OF SETTING TYPES BY ACTIVITY TYPE
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Overall the most valued attributes were ‘Being away from traffic’, ‘Nature walks’, 
‘Litter free’, ‘Open spaces’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’ and 
‘Litter facilities’. The attributes that contributed least to choice were ‘Horse trails’, 
‘Trail bike areas’ and ‘Rallying roads’. Though these may have low overall means 
this does not imply that these attributes will not be important to specific Activity 
Types. The mean scores by Activity Type are shown in Figure 2.7 and Table A1.12 
while Figure 2.8 and Table A1.13 show the mean scores by Setting Type.
The mean scores of setting attributes for each Experience Type varied significantly 
in 27 of the 44 attributes. These attributes are the ones that would be expected to 
be most influential in the different types of experiences derived by visitors to 
different recreation settings. That is, given the association between settings and 
experiences, the setting attributes that differ significantly in value would be those 
associated with the different experience preferences.
Figure 2.7 and Table A1.12 show the mean scores of relative values by the major 
Activity Types. There are a large number of attributes that vary significantly 
between Activity Types and that it is these attributes which should be used in trying 
to encourage or discourage certain activities.
Figure 2.8 and Table A1.13 show the mean scores of relative values by each Setting 
Type. As would be expected in almost all instances there are significant differences 
in the means between Setting Types. This suggests that visitors have been, at least 
to some extent, successful in matching Setting Types to their expectations.
The relative values of setting attributes were further analysed by categorising each 
Experience Type visiting each Setting Type (Tables A1.8, A1.9, A1.10, A l.ll) . This 
analysis shows the attributes that are important to the choice to visit each Setting 
Type. Significant differences between the relative values for attributes for each 
Experience Type were found for Setting Types A, C, F and I. However, there is a 
large number of attributes (37) where there was a significant difference in relative 
value of attribute scores (Table A1.13) between Setting Types. Setting Type N is 
not shown because of insufficient observations to support analysis.
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Desired changes to settings (Hypothesis 3)
Respondents were asked if they would change certain attributes of the setting they 
visited so that it better matched their ideal setting. A series of attributes could be 
modified by respondents to a more natural or more developed character. A score of 
5 indicated no change and scores of 0 to 4 meant more natural, 0 being the most 
natural. A score of 6 to 10 indicated a more developed character with 10 being the 
most developed. Tables A1.23, A1.24, A1.25 and A1.26 show the way in which 
visitors to different Setting Types, by Experience Type would modify settings so that 
they better matched a hypothetical ideal. Setting Type N (Huts and Trails) was 
omitted from analysis because the low number of observations did not support 
analysis when classed by Experience Type.
The strongest preference for attribute developments at Setting Type A (Informal 
Non-Urban Picnic Areas) were for ‘Litter facilities’, ‘Drinking fountains’ and 
‘Playground equipment’. Areas of change also included greater ‘Privacy’, removal of 
‘Parking within 100m’, more natural ‘Fishing areas’, no ‘Dogs’ and ‘Fewer people’. 
Significantly different desired changes across Experience Types were for ‘Privacy’, 
the presence of ‘Rangers’ and on the extent of ‘Advertising/Promotion’ and 
‘Brochures’.
Respondents from Setting Type C (Forest Picnic Areas) sought further development 
of ‘Jogging areas’, ‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Drinking fountains’ and ‘Playground 
equipment’ with an added presence of ‘Rangers’. There was a strong emphasis for 
greater ‘Privacy5 and a reduction in ‘Openness for safety5 and facilities such as ‘Park 
seats’, ‘Picnic shelters’ and ‘Picnic tables’. There was also a desire for a lower 
presence of ‘Other similar people’, ‘Dogs’ and ‘Children present’. Significantly 
different changes desired by the Experience Types were for ‘Jogging areas’, 
‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Openness for safety’, ‘Naturalness’, ‘Trees and shrubs’ and ‘Children 
present’.
Respondents from Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks) preferred more 
natural conditions for all attributes except for ‘Signs’, ‘Brochures’ and 
‘Advertising/Promotion’. There was a strong preference for the development of 
‘Picnic shelters’ and a strong overall preference for a lower presence of ‘Rangers’ 
and ‘Dogs’. Significantly different preferences for change were ‘Jogging areas’, 
‘Privacy’, ‘Litter facilities’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Signs’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Dogs’ and ‘Other similar 
people’.
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Unlike the respondents at Setting Type F the respondents from Setting Type I 
(Unmodified Large Natural Settings) preferred little change except for additional 
‘Litter facilities’ and ‘Drinking fountains’ and a higher presence of ‘Rangers’. There 
was also a slight preference among Experience Types 2 (The Family Naturalist) and 
5 (The Escapists) for fewer ‘Children present’. The attributes where the desired 
changes varied significantly between Experience Types were ‘Open spaces’, ‘Green 
lawns’ and ‘Other similar people’.
Life cycle stage, group composition and group size versus Experience Type, 
Setting Type and Activity Type (Hypothesis 4)
The following series of cross-tabulations were formed to investigate the extent of 
possible influence of group size, group composition and life cycle stage on each of 
Experience Type, Setting Type and Activity Type. Where possible the null 
hypothesis of no association was tested using the chi-square statistic, but there were 
a number of instances where there were far too many cells with less than five 
observations for this to be a valid test statistic.
Experience Type
Associations exist between Experience Type 1 (The Casual) and ‘Families’ and 
‘Friends’, Experience Type 2 (The Family Naturalist) and ‘Family’ and ‘Family and 
Friends’ and Experience Type 4 (The Sensationalists) and ‘Fam il/ (Figure 2.9 and 
Table A1.14).
There is an association between Experience Type 1 (The Casual) and ‘2 People’ and 
‘3-5 People’, Experience Type 2 (The Family Naturalist) and ‘3-5 People’, ‘6-10 
People’ and ‘ > 10 people’ and Experience Type 4 (The Sensationalists) and ‘3-5 
People’ (Figure 2.10 and Table A1.15).
There is an association between Experience Type 1 (The Casual) and life cycle 
stages 2 (16-25 with no children) and 3 (16-25 with children 5-14 but none under 5). 
Experience Type 2 (The Family Naturalist) is associated with the life cycle stages 4 
(26-35 with no children under 14 years old), 5 (26-35 with children under 5 but none 
5 or more years old), 8 (36-45 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old) 
and 9 (3645 with children 5-14 but none under 5 years old) (Figure 2.11 and Table 
A1.16).
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Setting Type
There are associations between Setting Type A (Informal Non-Urban Picnic Areas) 
and ‘Family’, Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks) and ‘Family’,
‘Friends’, ‘Family and Friends’ and ‘Organised Club or Group’, and Setting Type N 
(Huts and Trails) and ‘Family and Friends’ (Figure 2.12 and Table A1.17).
Setting Type A (Informal Non-Urban Picnic Areas) is associated with groups of ‘3-5 
people’ and Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks) with ‘Individual’, ‘3-5 
people’, ‘6-10 people’ and ‘>10 people’ (Figure 2.13 and Table A1.18).
There is association between all life cycle stages except for 11 (46-55 with children 
under 14 but over 5 years old) and Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks) 
and between life cycle stage 9 (36-45 with children 5-14 but none under 5 years old) 
and Setting Type N (Huts and Trails) (Figure 2.14 and Table A1.19).
Barbecuing is prevalent across all life stages while picnicking is more associated 
with age groups over 46 years old. Both partying/socialising and sailboarding are 
associated with the younger life cycle stages. The younger age groups tend to 
participate in a broader range of activities than do the older age groups. As would 
be expected playground use is associated with people with young children. Also 
there is an association between individuals and activities such as reading, 
sailboarding and jogging while family groups are associated with playground use 
(Figure 2.15 and Table A1.20).
There is an association between ‘Individual’ (1) and walk dog (7) and jogging (14); 
‘Family’ (2) and cycling (4), walking (6), scenic viewing (11), and picnicking (12); 
‘Friends’ (3) and sailboarding (10) and ‘Organised Club or Group’ (5) and 
barbecuing (2) (Figure 2.16 and Table A1.21).
Associations exist between ‘1 person’ (1) and walk dog (7) and jogging (14); ‘3-5 
people’ (3) and playground (1), scenic viewing (11) and picnicking (12) and between 
‘>10 people’ (5) and partying/socialising (9) (Figure 2.17 and Table A1.22).
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Figure 2.11
PROFILES OF EXPERIENCE TYPES BY LIFE CYCLE STAGE
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Stage 2 = 1 6 - 2 5  with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old 4 = Experience Type 4
Stage 3 = 1 6 - 2 5  with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old 5 = Experience Type 5
Stage 4 = 2 6 - 3 5  with no children under 14 years old
Stage 5 = 2 6 - 3 5  with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
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Stage 11 = 4 6 - 5 5  with children under 14 but over 5 years old
Stage 12 =56 -65
Stage 13 =65 or older
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Figure 2.14
PROFILES OF SETTING TYPES BY LIFE CYCLE STAGE
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Legend
A = Setting Type A 
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I = Setting Type I 
N = Setting Type N
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Figure 2.15
PROFILES OF ACTIVITY TYPES BY UFE CYCLE STAGE
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Figure 2.16
PROFILES OF ACTIVITY TYPES BY GROUP COMPOSITION
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Legend
1 = Individual
2 = Family
3 = Friends
4 = Family and friends
5 = Organised club or group
6 = Other
1 2 3 4 5 6
Group C om pos ition
As expected, individuals were associated with pursuits such as reading and walking 
dogs while large groups were predominantly involved in barbecuing and 
partying/socialising.
The previous figures show that each of the elements of group composition, group 
size and life cycle stage have association with Experience Type, Setting Type and 
Activity Type. This means that each may impact on studies which look at the 
interaction of experiences, settings and activities and therefore should be taken into 
account in seeking the strength of empirical association between these variables. 
Though from this study it is not possible to test the level of impact that group size, 
group composition and life cycle stage will have on the empirical relationships 
sought, it can only be assumed that they will, to some degree, diminish the 
significance of the activity, setting and experience association.
Satisfiers and dissatisfiers (Hypothesis 5)
In accord with the multi-attribute saliency theory (MAST) (McCool 1984) 
respondents were asked to nominate the attributes of the site which they found 
added to either their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with that site. The discrepancy 
theory (Peterson 1974, Beard and Ragheb 1980) takes satisfaction as being met 
expectations and dissatisfaction being a function of unmet expectations.
Table 2.22 shows the frequency of responses to attributes that added to the 
respondent’s satisfaction. As shown in the table, respondents were asked to 
nominate the four most important factors in order of importance.
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Table 2.22
NUMBER OF TIMES ATTRIBUTES ADDED TO SATISFACTION
Rank
Attribute 1 2 3 4
Playground 76 19 13 2
Trees 87 44 14 0
Wildlife 22 10 12 1
Barbecue 27 34 7 8
Picnic Tables 3 14 4 2
Naturalness 70 19 8 2
Lawns 11 21 6 3
Layout 16 10 2 1
Open Spaces 55 19 9 3
Cycle Paths 10 2 3 0
Landscaping 20 12 1 1
Park Seats 1 3 3 2
W ater 88 47 10 2
Serenity 27 14 9 2
Privacy 6 3 2 0
Parking 5 4 2 2
Tidiness 23 14 11 2
Close to Hom e 10 4 1 0
Away From W ater 0 1 1 0
No Traffic 0 2 2 0
Few Regulations 1 0 0 0
Scenic Views 28 11 5 2
Toilets 8 8 6 1
Sand Pits 1 1 0 0
Bubblers 0 1 0 0
Few People 6 1 1 1
Heritage Value 1 0 0 0
Walking Trails 6 7 2 0
Information Centre 0 1 2 1
Good Roads 3 2 1 1
Dogs Allowed 0 1 1 0
Picnic Shelters 6 3 0 1
Remoteness 7 2 1 0
Table 2.23
NUMBER OF TIMES ATTRIBUTES ADDED TO DISSATISFACTION
Rank
Attribute 1 2  3 4
Delinquents 
Vandalism/Graffiti 
Broken or Dirty BBQ 
Trail Bikes 
Long Grass
Homosexual Reputation 
Open Litter Bins 
Too Few/No Toilets 
Too Few Shelters 
Litter
Gravel Car Park 
Too Few Trees 
Lake Weeds 
Not Enough Parking 
Broken Glass 
Dogs
Muddy Water
Distance From Carpark
Dry Grass
Dogs Prohibited
Traffic
No Bubblers
Exotic Plants
Loud Music
Too Many People
Too Few Facilities
Bikes and Children
Ball Games
Dirty Toilets
Children
No Signs
No Bins
Restrictions
Logging
Too Many Facilities 
Restricted Hours 
Views of Buildings
6 4
13 3
17 10
7 3
12 2
7 0
3 0
7 1
9 4
45 6
1 0
1 0
6 1
1 2
7 3
16 6
21 3
5 2
4 1
0 1
4 3
30 5
5 5
2 1
6 . 0
12 2
2 3 13
1 1
1 1
4 3
1 1
1 0
6 0
1 0
2 0
7 1
1 2
0 0
0 0
2 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
2 0
1 0
0 0
1 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
0 0
0 0
3 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
0 0
0 0
The features that most frequently added to the satisfaction of respondents were 
‘Naturalness’, ‘Water’, ‘Trees’ and ‘Tidiness’. The attributes that most frequently 
caused dissatisfaction (Table 2.23) were ‘Litter’, ‘Traffic’ and ‘Too few facilities’. In 
total there were 1,037 reports of attributes which added to enjoyment compared to 
only 406 cases of attributes that detracted from enjoyment.
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There was no association between Experience Types and the attributes which added 
to either satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The large number of cells in the cross­
tabulations between Experience Type and satisfiers and dissatisfiers with less than 
five observations precluded the use of the chi-square statistic of significance. 
However, there was no evidence of associations from viewing the frequencies of 
observations in each cell. The series of cross-tabulations used to seek association 
are not shown because, as they show no association, they are of little importance to 
further discussion.
The following tables highlight the factors that have been shown to be associated 
with either Activity Type, Setting Type or Experience Type. Each of these factors is 
treated as a dependent variable in the three tables that follow.
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2.9 Discussion
(H l)  That REP domain importance scores will differ for visitors to different Setting 
Types and fo r  different Activity Types.
A series of ANOVAs were used to test for the significance of difference in the mean 
scores for each of the REP domains across five Setting Types and 21 Activity Types.
There was a significant difference in REP domain scores, according to Setting Type, 
in all instances except for the domain of ‘Family Togetherness’. Similarly there was 
significant difference in all REP domain scores except for ‘Heterosexual Contact’ 
according to Activity Type. Therefore the hypothesis can be accepted.
From the observation that the REP domain scores differ for both visits to different 
settings and for different activities, it can be concluded that the experiences derived 
from outdoor recreation will be dependent on both the type of setting visited and 
the type of activity undertaken. This means that if specific experiences are to be 
provided for, then the provision of those experiences can be achieved through 
regulation of the types of activities undertaken and by the manipulation of setting 
attribute condition.
The results show that the different Setting Types are associated with respondents 
placing particularly high or low importances on certain REP domains. Such 
associations are also evident between activities with particularly high or low 
importance scores for the REP domains.
The interaction of the influence of both setting and activity on experience is such 
that it is not possible to determine the extent of influence of each, in combination 
with the other, on the experience derived. There is some association between 
Setting Type and Activity Type but the extent of association is too limited to serve 
as a guide to the compatibility or desirability between settings and activities. Similar 
associations also occurred in cross-tabulation of Experience Type by Activity Type, 
and Experience Type by Setting Type.
Though the results to this point do little to explain the intricacies of how to provide 
for particular experiences, or the true nature of the association between activity, 
setting and experience, they do confirm that it is possible to measure and distinguish 
between the experiences attainable from different activities and from visiting 
different settings.
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(H2) There will he different relative values fo r  setting attributes fo r  different Experience 
Types, for visitors to different Setting Types and fo r people undertaking different Activity 
Types.
The existence of associations between Experience Types, Setting Types and Activity 
Types indicated a potential to explain the nature and the intricacies of the 
associations. To do this it was necessary to consider the importance of individual 
attributes of settings as they contribute to choices to visit different Setting Types. 
This was achieved through considering the relative values of a series of 44 attributes 
to the choice of a setting to visit for different Experience Types, Setting Types and 
Activity Types.
For 27 of the 44 attributes, significant differences in relative values between 
Experience Types were found. Interestingly, Experience Type 4 (The 
Sensationalists), which consistently placed greatest importance on the REP 
domains, also consistently placed higher relative values on the setting attributes than 
did the other Experience Types. This trend of Experience Type 4 placing higher 
relative values on setting attributes continues when the relative values are also 
considered for individual Setting Types. Similarly, as there is considerable variation 
in which Experience Types rated each REP domain as least important, there was 
considerable variation in which Experience Type held the lowest relative value for 
setting attributes.
While 27 attributes varied significantly in relative value scores between Experience 
Types across all Setting Types there were only 21 that varied between Experience 
Types at Setting Type A (Informal Non-Urban Picnic Areas), one at Setting Type C 
(Forest Picnic Areas), 25 at Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks) and 
three at Setting Type 9 (Unmodified Large Natural Settings). The Setting Types 
where the greatest number of attributes varied significantly (A and F) were those 
with the greatest number of people, the most facility development and were closest 
to residential development.
The implications of this are that the different Experience Types visiting Setting 
Types A and F do so because of different setting attributes. It should be noted that 
the REP domain scores for visitors to Setting Types A and F were consistently lower 
than for Setting Types C, I and N. The REP domains where this is not evidenced 
were for ‘Family Togetherness’, ‘Social Contact’, ‘Meeting/Observing New People’ 
‘Physical Rest’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’. These are predominately the REP 
domains concerned with interactions with other people, rather than those which
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necessitate specific physical conditions such as relationships with nature or isolation.
Of the 44 setting attribute relative values, 32 varied significantly according to 
Activity Type. Activity will therefore influence the setting attribute relative values, 
and thereby the nature of the association between setting attribute values, the 
Experience Type and Setting Type visited.
The relative values of setting attributes varied according to Setting Type visited for 
38 of the 44 attributes considered, that is, the setting attributes are valued 
differently by people who visited different Setting Types. Simply, this confirms that 
people visit different types of settings because of the different attributes and the 
different values they place on those attributes. For example, people would visit 
Setting Type A because of being ‘Away from traffic’, ‘Nature walks’ and ‘Open 
space’, the attributes valued most highly.
The number of significant differences between the setting attribute relative values and 
Experience Type, Setting Type and Activity Type leads to acceptance of this hypothesis.
(H3) Different Experience Types will show a preference for different hypothetical ideal 
settings.
The previous discussion is based around the relative values of setting attributes 
given the existing supply of opportunities, that is, the current composition of setting 
attribute conditions at the Setting Types sampled. The study also considered the 
way in which the composition of setting attributes at each of the Setting Types would 
be modified by respondents to make the setting more ideal. Of the 32 attributes 
considered for change, five varied significantly between Experience Types at Setting 
Type A, two at Setting Type C, one at Setting Type F and three at Setting Type I.
This means that there are few attributes where the difference in the changes 
preferred at each Setting Type vary significantly according to Experience Type.
On the basis of the limited difference between hypothetical ideal setting conditions 
between Experience Types at each Setting Type the hypothesis must be rejected. 
However, this does not infer that the settings are already in an ideal condition but 
only means that the changes to ideal did not differ according to Experience Type.
The results show that the Experience Types that visit each Setting Type are 
generally in agreement on the types of changes that would make the setting more 
ideal, only disagreeing in the instances where a significant difference was found 
between Experience Types. '
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(H4) Group size, group composition and life cycle stage will be associated with Activity 
Type, Setting Type visited and Experience Type.
Results show that there is limited association between group size, group 
composition and life cycle stage and Activity Type, Setting Type visited and 
Experience Type. Generally the significance of this association could be tested 
using the chi-square statistic. However, in a number of instances this statistic 
needed to be treated with caution because greater than 20% of the cells in the cross­
tabulations contained less than five observations. Still, in those instances, it is 
possible to interpret from the cross-tabulations that associations do exist and 
therefore that the hypothesis should be accepted.
The importance of the acceptance of this hypothesis is that it suggests that research 
that considers any interaction between activity, setting and experience needs to be 
aware of the effects of these additional influences, particularly on the potential 
empirical significance of the associations.
(H5) There will be different satispers and dissatisfiers to the recreational experience for  
different Experience Types.
As discussed, there was no association between the Experience Types and attributes 
that either added to satisfaction or dissatisfaction. This indicates that there was no 
association between the attributes that either cause satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
and the experiences sought from outdoor recreation. This leads to the conclusion 
that using the relative values of setting attributes will prove to be a far more 
efficient technique of seeking setting dependency than measures of satisfaction.
Whereas no association was observed between satisfaction and dissatisfaction and 
experiences, the relative values of setting attributes were shown to be associated 
with experiences. Therefore, the information on relative values could support 
planning for recreation experiences whereas measures of satisfaction could not.
2.10 Conclusions
The results of Part 2 make some important contributions to the understanding of the 
research into the experience and setting association and the applications of research 
results. It is clear from the results that people depend on different settings for 
different experiences. The dependency can be described in terms of the individual 
setting attributes that are associated with different domains of the recreation 
experience. The results also show that the preferred mix of setting attributes may
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not be in similarly developed conditions such that they would fall within one class 
according to ROS setting classification criteria.
It was also evident that a factor influencing the nature of the relationship between 
settings and experiences is the activity undertaken. The strength of association 
between activity and setting on one hand and activity and experience on the other 
meant that seeking highly statistically significant measures of setting dependency 
was hindered by variation both between and within activities. Research designs 
which disregard activity in looking for significant empirical setting and experience 
associations would be expected to find only limited to moderate success.
Similarly, there are different levels of association between some setting attributes 
and the domains of the recreation experience. Again, if research disregards 
differing strengths of association between setting attributes and experience domains, 
then the use of irrelevant or poorly associated setting attributes and domains will 
detract greatly from the empirical significance of such associations.
The research carried out in Part 2 has allowed for decomposition of the experience 
and setting, that is, experiences were a composite of REP domains and the setting a 
composite of attributes. This wasn’t done for Activity Types, that is, a broad 
generalisation about the type of activity, because of the extent of variation that may 
occur within an activity.
Information such as that presented in the results of Part 2 will enhance both 
understanding and practical application. Similarly, observations of the results of 
Part 2 suggest that there is potential for expansion of the set of REP items to 
include items which have a greater association with particular setting attributes.
The results of Part 2 also revealed that there will be an effect on experience 
measures attributable to each of group composition, group size and life cycle stage 
and that researchers need to be aware that these variables also will affect the 
strength and nature of the association between activity, setting and experience.
Part 2 results relevant to a planning exercise
Setting Type A (Informal Non-Urban Picnic Areas)
The results of Part 2 for Setting Type A show the experiences desired from visiting 
these settings, the relative values of setting attributes and the types of activities that 
were undertaken. The comparison of seasonal results shows that the relative value
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of setting attributes varied significantly between seasons (Table 2.3).
The following differences were observed; the REP domains of ‘Social Contact’, 
‘Physical Rest’ and ‘Escape Personal/Social Pressures’ were more important in the 
warmer months (Table 2.4). The differing relative values of setting attributes 
(Table 2.5) were all more important in the warmer months. These relative values 
were for ‘Well away’, ‘Away from traffic’, ‘Swimming water’, ‘Litter free’, ‘Toilets’, 
‘Trees and shrubs’, ‘Signs’, ‘Rangers’ and ‘Park seats’.
Table A1.4 shows that there was a trend toward people from Experience Type 2 
(The Family Naturalist) visiting this Setting Type. Experience Type 2 people placed 
high importances on ‘Family Togetherness’ and ‘Relationships With Nature’. Table 
A1.6 shows a trend toward visitors to Setting Type A preferring the activities of 
barbecuing, scenic viewing, swimming, camping and canoeing.
High relative values of setting attributes were ‘Away from home’, ‘Nature walks’, 
‘Litter free’, ‘Open space’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’ and 
‘Litter facilities’. There is considerable variation in the relative values of setting 
attributes with 18 of the 44 attributes varying significantly between Experience 
Types (Table A1.8).
‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Drinking fountains’, ‘Park seats’ and ‘Playground 
equipment’ were less important to visitors to Setting Type A than the total sample. 
Attributes with notably higher relative values were ‘Privacy’, ‘Nature walks’, 
‘Swimming water’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Pine forest smells’, ‘Pine forest’, ‘Signs’, 
‘Brochures’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Few others’ and ‘Picnic shelters’ (Table A1.13).
High REP experience domain scores were ‘Social Contact’, ‘Relationships With 
Nature’ and ‘Physical Rest’ (Table A1.3). The notable differences between the REP 
domains of visitors to Setting Type A and the total sample were high scores for 
‘Relationships With Nature’ and ‘Physical Rest’. No domains were notably low.
There were no desired changes for more natural conditions recorded but there was 
a desire for more developed conditions of ‘Litter facilities’, ‘Drinking fountains’ and 
‘Playground equipment’ (Table A1.23).
In planning recreation opportunities of Setting Type A it should be noted that the 
experiences desired are those associated with nature and escape from others. The 
activities undertaken are also those associated with natural areas and require few 
facilities. The desired changes to the current design of these settings are for the
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provision of drinking fountains, litter facilities and childs play equipment. The 
groups visiting these types of settings are often large family groups.
Setting Type C (Forest Picnic Areas)
The seasonal difference, between colder and warmer months, was not significant for 
the REP domains at Setting Type C but was significant for the relative values of 
setting attributes (Table 2.3). The following are notable differences between the 
colder and warmer months (Table 2.5). ‘Nature walks’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Barbecues’, ‘Picnic 
tables’ and ‘Picnic shelters’ were more important in the colder months than in the 
warmer months. ‘Walking distance’, ‘Jogging areas’, ‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Horse trails’,
‘Trail bike riding’, ‘Rallying roads’, ‘Swimming water’, ‘Sailing water’, ‘Fishing 
areas’, ‘Floral displays’, ‘Brochures’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Dogs allowed’, ‘No children’, ‘Other 
children’, ‘Few others’, ‘Many others’, ‘Cultural significance’ and ‘Public transport’ 
were more important in the warmer months.
The REP experience domain score of ‘Family Togetherness’ was more important in 
the colder months and ‘Social Contact’ more important in the warmer months 
(Table 2.4). There is a trend toward people from Experience Type 2 (The Family 
Naturalist) favouring this Setting Type (Table 2.23). Experience Type 2 people 
place high importances on ‘Family Togetherness’ and ‘Relationships With Nature’. 
No activities showed a trend toward association with this Setting Type (Table A1.6).
High relative values of setting attributes were for ‘Well away5, ‘Away from traffic’, 
‘Nature walks’, ‘Litter free’, ‘Open space’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’, 
‘Barbecues’ and ‘Picnic tables’. The consistency in experiences desired by visitors to 
Setting Type C is shown by only one of the 44 setting attribute relative values 
varying significantly between Experience Types (Table A1.9).
‘Green lawns’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Drinking fountains’ and ‘Playground equipment’ were less 
important at Setting Type C than for the total sample. Those attributes that were 
more important were ‘Walking distance’, ‘Well away’, ‘Car access’, ‘Horse trails’, 
‘Trial bike riding’, ‘Rallying roads’, ‘Privacy’, ‘Nature walks’, ‘Fishing areas’, ‘Water 
to view5, ‘Floral displays’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’, ‘Pine forest 
smells’, ‘Pine forest’, ‘Brochures’, ‘Advertising’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Dogs allowed’, ‘No 
children’, ‘Few others’, ‘Many others’, ‘Cultural significance’, ‘Barbecues’, ‘Picnic 
tables’ and ‘Picnic shelters’ (Table A1.13).
High experience domains were for ‘Social Contact’ and ‘Physical Rest’. No domains 
were less important than for the total sample. The domains of
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‘Leaming/Discovery5, ‘Relationships With Nature’ and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’ 
were more important (Table A1.3) than for the total sample.
The mean desired change of people at Setting Type C to make the site visited better 
match a hypothetical ideal condition somewhat contradicts the low importance 
placed on ‘Green lawns’, ‘Drinking fountains’ and ‘Playground equipment’. No 
notable changes toward a more natural condition were recorded, but several 
instances of desire for more development were noted. These were ‘Jogging areas’, 
‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Swimming areas’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Within walking distance’, 
‘Drinking fountains’ and ‘Playground equipment’ (Table A1.24).
The relative values of setting attributes at Setting Type C sites indicate that these 
sites are valued because of the presence of few other people and little facility 
development. This is again shown by users desiring less further development than 
users sampled at other Setting Types. The important REP domains also suggest 
that little importance is placed on physical activities or contact with others. Designs 
of Setting Type C locations should take into account that users would prefer 
discrete, more isolated, spaces.
The visitors to Setting Type C seek natural areas and the experiences associated 
with visits to natural areas. There is a diversity of activities undertaken as well as a 
variety of group types visiting. The main difference between visitors to this Setting 
Type and Setting Type A is a preference for the absence of children. The desired 
changes contradict the values placed on setting attributes in that there is a 
preference for the development of facilities that were of little relative value.
Setting Type F (Large Developed Urban Parks)
The seasonal difference was significant for the relative values of setting attributes 
but not for the REP domains (Table 2.3). ‘Floral displays’, ‘Natural landscapes’, 
‘Pine forest’ and ‘Pine forest smells’, ‘Signs’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Other children’, ‘Picnic 
shelters’ and ‘Playgrounds’ were more important in the colder months. ‘Green 
lawns’ and ‘Picnic tables’ were more important in the warmer months (Table 2.5). 
The only notably different REP domain was ‘Physical Rest’ which was more 
important in the warmer months (Table 2.4).
These settings, as shown in Table A1.4, provide for a range of experiences in that 
they are visited by each of the five Experience Types identified in the study. The 
only activity which appeared to have an association with Setting Type F was
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barbecuing (Table AI.6). The relative values placed on the setting attributes varied 
significantly between Experience Types for 25 out of the 44 attributes (Table 
A1.10). This frequency of significant differences is much greater than for any other 
Setting Type. The relative values of setting attributes that were high were ‘Away 
from traffic’, ‘Litter free’, ‘Open space’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Natural 
landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’, ‘Litter facilities’, ‘Playground equipment’, ‘Park 
seats’, and ‘Picnic tables’ (Table A1.10).
‘Well away’, ‘Nature walks’, ‘Swimming water’, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Pine forest 
smells’, ‘Pine forest’, ‘Signs’, ‘Brochures’ and ‘Rangers’ were less valued at this 
Setting Type than for the total sample. ‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Park seats’ and 
‘Playground equipment’ were more valued at Setting Type F than for the total 
sample (Table A l. 13).
High experience domain scores were ‘Social Contact’ and ‘Physical Rest’. The 
experience domain importance scores for ‘Leaming/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With 
Nature’ and ‘Escape Physical Pressures’ were low at Setting Type F when compared 
to the total sample (Table A1.3).
There were no notable desired changes to more natural conditions and only the 
development of more ‘Picnic shelters’ being desired (Table A1.25). It should be 
noted that Experience Type 4 (The Sensationalists) also favoured more 
‘Advertising/promotion’ while Experience Type 5 (The Escapists) favoured more 
‘Signs’, ‘Brochures’ and ‘Advertising/promotion’. However, the results were 
generally consistent between Experience Types with only one of the 32 setting 
attributes considered varying significantly for mean change scores between 
Experience Types (Table A1.25).
Planners and managers dealing with Setting Type F areas should be aware that users 
are undertaking a wide variety of activities, valuing setting attributes differently and 
seeking different experiences (Table 2.25). These are conditions which can easily 
lead to conflict between users unless detailed site planning encourages at least some 
measure of separation. An example would be potential conflicts between users of 
cyclepaths and playgrounds if these were placed close together. A useful guide to 
identifying where conflicts can occur is provided by the list of dissatisfiers of Table 
2.23.
Setting Type F sites are characterised by the variety of experiences desired by 
visitors, the range of activities undertaken and the relative values of setting
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attributes. Additionally the sites are visited by a variety of group types. The only 
desired change to these settings is the provision of picnic shelters.
Setting Type I (Unmodified Large Natural Areas)
The seasonal difference between colder and warmer month samples, at Setting Type 
I, showed a significant difference in the REP domain scores, but not for the relative 
values of setting attributes (Table 2.3). ‘Achievement’, ‘Equipment’ and 
‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’ were more important in the warmer months. No REP 
domains were more important in the colder months (Table 2.4). Of the relative 
values, ‘Away from traffic’, ‘Swimming water’, ‘Fishing areas’, ‘Signs’, ‘Brochures’, 
‘Rangers’ and ‘Dogs allowed’ were all more important during the warmer months. 
‘Privacy’, ‘Nature walks’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Pine forest smells’, ‘Few others’, 
‘Barbecues’, ‘Picnic tables’, ‘Picnic shelters’, ‘Litter facilities’ and ‘Park seats’ were 
all more important during the colder months (Table 2.5).
There is an association between Setting Type I and Experience Type 5 (Table A1.4) 
and between Setting Type I and the activity of fishing (Table A1.6). The following 
setting attributes were important to users of Setting Type I; ‘Away from traffic’, 
‘Nature walks’, ‘Litter free’, ‘Open spaces’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Natural landscapes’ and ‘Trees 
and shrubs’. There was little difference between the relative values across 
Experience Types with only three of the 44 setting attribute values varying 
significantly between Experience Types (Table A l.ll) .
Table A1.13 shows that ‘Well away5, ‘Away from traffic’, ‘Swimming areas’, ‘Fishing 
areas’, ‘Water to view5, ‘Natural landscapes’, ‘Brochures’ and ‘Rangers’ were more 
important than for the total sample. Less important than for the total sample were 
‘Walking distance’, ‘Cyclepaths’, ‘Floral displays’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Pine forest smells’, 
‘Pine forest’, ‘Dogs allowed’, ‘Other children’, ‘Litter facilities’, ‘Park seats’ and 
‘Playground equipment’.
The REP domains of importance to visitors were ‘Social Contact’, ‘Relationships 
With Nature’, ‘Physical Rest’, ‘Escape Personal/Social Pressures’ and ‘Escape 
Physical Pressure’. No REP domains were lower in importance than the total 
sample but ‘Equipment’, ‘Social Contact’, ‘Learning/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With 
Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’, ‘Physical Rest’, ‘Escape Personal/Social 
Pressure’, ‘Escape Physical Pressure’ and ‘Heterosexual Contact’ were all more 
important for Setting Type I than for the rest of the sample (Table A1.13).
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The mean desired change for conditions to better match a hypothetical ideal is 
shown in Table A1.26. The only desired upgrade of conditions was for drinking 
fountains while no attributes were preferred to be in a more natural condition.
Visitors to Setting Type I sites desire both contact with nature and isolation. An 
important setting attribute is being well away from the city and traffic. Fishing is a 
popular activity. The only desired change to these settings is the provision of 
drinking fountains.
Setting Type N (Huts and Trails)
The results that can be taken from Part 2 (Table A1.4) show that visitors to Setting 
Type N (only forest huts were sampled) were from Experience Type 1 and 2.
People in Experience Type 1 (The Casual) had low REP domain scores for 
‘Meeting/Observing New People’, ‘Leaming/Discovery’, ‘Relationships With 
Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’, ‘Physical Rest’, ‘Escape Personal/Social 
Pressures’ and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’. People in Experience Type 2 (The 
Family Naturalist) placed more importance on the domains of ‘Family 
Togetherness’ and ‘Relationships With Nature’ than did the total sample.
High relative values, the important attributes were ‘Away from traffic’ and ‘Nature 
walks’. The attributes more important at Setting Type N than for the total sample 
were ‘Horse trails’, ‘Trail bike riding’, ‘Rallying roads’, ‘Nature walks’, ‘Fishing 
areas’, ‘Pine forest smells’, ‘Pine forest’, ‘Signs’, ‘Brochures’, ‘Rangers’, ‘Dogs 
allowed’, ‘No children’, ‘Few others’, ‘Many others’ and ‘Cultural significance’. The 
attributes with lower relative values were ‘Car access’, ‘Privacy’, ‘Water to view’, 
‘Litter free’, ‘Open space’, ‘Floral displays’, ‘Green lawns’, ‘Toilets’, ‘Natural 
landscapes’, ‘Trees and shrubs’, ‘Barbecues’, ‘Drinking fountains’, ‘Picnic tables’, 
‘Litter facilities’, ‘Park seats’ and ‘Playground equipment’. The consistency between 
relative values across Setting Types was not tested as the number of Setting Type N 
observations was too low to support analysis.
The experience domains of notably high importance to visitors to Setting Type N 
were ‘Family Togetherness’, ‘Social Contact’ and ‘Relationships With Nature’. The 
REP domains that were higher than the total sample were ‘Achievement’, 
‘Leadership/Autonomy’, ‘Equipment’, ‘Family Togetherness’, ‘Relationships With 
Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’ and ‘Escape Physical Pressure’. Those of lower 
importance were ‘Meeting/Observing New People’, ‘Physical Fitness’ and 
‘Heterosexual Contact’ (Table A1.3). Desired changes to the setting were not
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analysed for Setting Type N, again because of the limited sample size.
The experiences associated with visits to Setting Type N are natural experiences, 
escape, physical fitness, achievement and family togetherness. The groups visiting 
these sites are generally large.
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PART 3
THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SPECIALISATION, 
COMMITMENT, EXPERIENCE USE HISTORY AND
EXPERIENCES
Part 3 The association between specialisation, commitment, 
experience use history and experiences
3.1 Introduction
The results of the research in Part 2 suggest that particular recreation experiences 
may be associated with particular setting attributes in a certain condition. Links 
were established between the relative values of setting attributes and both the 
activity pursued and experience attained. It was also apparent that there was an 
association between certain REP items and the relative values of certain setting 
attributes. Likewise certain activities had high relative values for specific setting 
attributes and REP items. Limited associations were also found between 
experiences, settings and activities and each of group composition, group size and 
life cycle stage. It is hypothesised that there will also be considerable variation in 
the experiences, activities and setting preferences due to level of commitment, 
specialisation and experience use history (Bryan 1977; Schreyer, lim e and Williams 
1984; Tinsley and Bowman 1986), both within and between activities.
The survey instrument of Part 2 was such that the nature of the association between 
activities, settings and experiences could not be properly explored. The wide range 
of activities, setting attributes and REP items required by the breadth of that study 
hindered the opportunity to explore these associations in detail. In Part 2 attempts 
were made to investigate the total recreation experience and used REP items, such 
as ‘Family Togetherness’, which would not be expected to be setting dependent 
(Virden and Knopf 1989; Yuan and McEwen 1989). To enhance investigation of 
the setting dependency of the REP items, the research reported in Part 3 developed 
a series of new items. These were designed to better differentiate between the 
different settings in which activities were undertaken and therefore also 
differentiate between the experiences derived.
Part 3 was developed with a narrowed focus and scope to better explore the nature 
of the association between activities, settings and experiences, yet also expands on 
Part 2 by giving consideration to the level of commitment, specialisation and 
experience use history (Schreyer, Lime and Williams 1984). Commitment, 
specialisation and experience use history were defined in this study according to the 
following characteristics:
Specialisation:
- specificity within the activity type
- specificity in settings preferred
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Commitment:
- cost of equipment
- yearly expenditure on activity
- number of books owned
- magazine subscriptions
Experience Use History:
- years of participation
- number of engagements per month
- average length of engagement.
3.2 Literature review
Introduction
This review of literature builds upon that of Part 2 and specifically considers the 
literature directly relevant to Part 3. Some sections of the review of Part 2 are 
repeated so that Part 3 may be read independently of Part 2. Still, the fuller context 
of the research of Part 3 is established through the literature review of Part 2.
Experience m easures
The Recreation Experience Preference (REP) items (Driver 1977; 1983) were 
developed to measure the psychological outcomes from outdoor recreation. They 
were selected as the experience measure for this study because they were the items 
most concerned with the influence of outdoor recreation settings on recreation 
experience. The other scales considered included the Zuckerman Inventory of 
Personal Reactions (ZIPERS) (Zuckerman 1977), the Leisure Activity 
Questionnaire (LAQ) and the Paragraphs About Leisure (PAL) (Tinsley and Kass 
1979; 1980a; 1980b; Tinsley and Johnson 1984; Tinsley and Bowman 1986).
The ZIPERS was derived to measure moods, particularly in terms of fear arousal, 
positivistic affect, anger and aggression, attentive coping and sadness. Though some 
of these may be related to the nature of the setting, none refer to the condition of 
particular setting attributes. The LAQ measures refer to the outcomes from specific 
activities, not settings, and were found difficult to operationalise in that they relied 
on a questionnaire containing 334 five-point Likert type items which Tinsley and 
Kass (1980b) reported as typically taking about 90 minutes to complete.
The PAL uses 27 paragraphs in a questionnaire which Tinsley and Kass (1980b) 
reported to take about 30 minutes to complete. The PAL was later expanded to 44 
paragraphs (Tinsley and Bowman 1986) making the PAL more time consuming for 
the respondent and again difficult to operationalise. The PAL, even in the 44
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paragraph form, had little relevance to specific setting attributes and was more 
concerned with the specific psychological need-satisfying properties of leisure.
The validity of constructs and the stability of the REP items have been tested in 
many studies, most notably by Driver (1977), Tinsley, Kass and Driver (1981), 
Rosenthal, Waldman and Driver (1982) and Tinsley, Ray, Driver and Manfredo 
(1986). The REP items characterising recreation experiences have also been used 
in many studies. Studies such as those by Driver and Brown (1978), Haas, Allen and 
Manfredo (1978), Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983), Knopf, Peterson and 
Leatherberry (1983), McCool (1984), Paradice (1985), Heywood (1987), Williams et 
al. (1988) and Richards (1988) have used these experience items to characterise 
recreation experiences. Each has questioned respondents about the importance of 
different elements of their recreation experience in regard to an activity in a certain 
location. Commonly they have sought differences in experiences with different 
locations or in locations with different setting characteristics.
The use of the items under different conditions has been further developed by 
Manfredo (1984), Williams et al. (1988) and Richards (1988). The findings of these 
studies suggest that there will be variation in responses to the items dependent upon 
the technique used in questionnaire administration. Manfredo (1984) found that 
respondents placed differing importances on the items when measured onsite and 
offsite. The explanation Manfredo offered for this discrepancy was that onsite 
administration tapped the more immediate motivations associated with that 
particular visit while the offsite administration tapped the longer term more stable 
experiences associated with outdoor recreation. This difference can be likened to 
the ‘trait’ and ‘state’ differences discussed by Zuckerman (1977) with ‘trait’ referring 
to an innate characteristic and ‘state’ to a mood at a particular time.
To consider the effects of time on experience Williams et al. (1988) administered 
questionnaires to 68 students on a National Outdoor Leadership School expedition. 
The questionnaires included a series of Driver’s (1977) items and were administered 
to students both before and after participation in the school. Williams et al. found 
that there were no significant differences between responses before and after 
participation. The results of this study were somewhat predictable given that the 
respondents were experienced in the activities undertaken. Skilled or experienced 
users would have known or learned expectations from participation in an activity 
and would not be as likely to change attitudes during the activity. Novice users may 
undergo a change in attitude as the result of increased knowledge gained from 
participation in a new activity.
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In a community recreation needs analysis Richards (1988) found inconsistencies, 
possibly due to differing questionnaire administration techniques, between the 
desired experiences of residents and visitors to the ACT. Residents were 
interviewed in-home while visitors were sent mail-back questionnaires after contacts 
were established at five major tourist destinations in the ACT. When the responses 
to Driver’s (1977) REP items by ACT residents were subjected to a clustering 
procedure eight distinct groups having different desired experiences were identified. 
The responses to the same selection of REP items by visitors indicated that all 
visitors desired similar experiences. Visitor groups, again identified by cluster 
analysis, differed only in the overall importance attached to recreational 
experiences. This difference in the importance of experiences may have been 
attributable to how well the experiences desired were satisfied by the visit, the 
higher the level of satisfaction of expectations, the greater the importance placed 
upon that experience. As suggested by Manfredo (1984) the homogeneity of visitor 
responses may also have been attributable to the offsite administration tapping 
longer term and more stable desired experiences.
Rather than detracting from the usefulness of the REP items these studies have 
enhanced the use of the items. They have increased researcher understanding of 
the different levels of experience that can be tapped by different techniques of 
questionnaire administration.
The experience-setting relationship
The basis on which the ROS planning system has its foundations is that an activity is 
undertaken in a setting in an attempt to attain a desired experience (USDA Forest 
Service 1982). Given that activities can be ‘faddish’ (West 1982) and not under the 
control of managers or planners they do not form a useful basis for long term 
outdoor recreation planning. This means that the setting is the element which can 
be manipulated by planners and managers to influence the types of recreation 
experiences that can be attained. Therefore, the product being planned for is the 
experience. Several studies have examined the nature of the links between the 
setting in which the activity is undertaken and its influence on the experiences 
attained by users.
Studies of this type have been carried out by Haas, Allen and Manfredo (1978), 
Brown and Haas (1980), Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983), and more recently by 
Richards (1988). These studies share the common technique of identifying the 
desired experiences of users and testing for correlation between preferences for 
different types of settings. Unfortunately comparisons between such studies is often
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not possible because of the different statistical methods used. Also, the survey 
instruments using the REP items have varied in administration and format.
Richards (1988) used discriminant function analysis to place groups of people with 
different desired experiences in n-dimensional mathematical space. Discriminant 
function analysis was then again used to test whether this pattern was repeated when 
the same people were grouped according to their preferences for a range of setting 
attributes. The pattern of the group locations in the n-dimensional mathematical 
spaces were the same, whether based on desired experience data or setting 
preference data, thereby establishing that the extent of difference between desired 
experiences was translated to similar differences in the preferences for setting 
attributes. It was therefore assumed that an empirical link existed between desired 
experience and preference for setting type.
Richards further considered this thesis by testing for the significance of difference 
between the locations prefeired by each group and the locations preferred by the 
rest of the sample, the groups being identified by cluster analysis of desired 
experience data. The level of confidence that each group was significantly different 
from the rest of the sample in preference for locations was frequently between the 
75% and 90% levels of confidence and in a number of instances significance was 
found at the 90% level of confidence.
Haas, Allen and Manfredo (1978) administered questionnaires containing a series 
of REP items to users of two wilderness areas in Colorado. The two areas were 
chosen because they presented different settings to users. Haas, Allen and 
Manfredo (1978) considered whether the desired experiences and the impact of 
setting attributes were different for each area. The authors concluded that the 
desired experiences of users varied both between and within settings and that the 
preference for setting attributes can be the same across different settings. It was 
suggested that the substitutability of setting attributes (Hendee and Burdge 1974; 
Peterson et al. 1984) in different areas was the reason for different settings 
providing similar experiences.
Manfredo, Driver and Brown (1983) grouped people by desired experiences, 
preferred management actions, preferred setting attributes and preferred activities 
at three different wilderness areas in the United States of America. The similarities 
and differences between the membership of the groups were then examined to 
observe whether a preference for different experiences led to a preference for 
different settings or management actions. The results of the study suggested that 
there was some relationship between experiences, management actions, setting
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attributes and activity.
Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry (1983) and Schreyer, Knopf and Williams (1984) 
disputed the usefulness of exploring the links between desired experiences and 
setting attributes as a method of determining how to manipulate settings in order to 
supply different desired experiences. Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry considered 
the goal orientations for different types of river-floating activities across a variety of 
river settings with varying characteristics. The goal orientations between settings 
were measured by items that could be equated to Driver’s (1977) items and showed 
that there was variation between goal orientation across setting types. Factor 
analysis was used to explore the relationship between activity type and setting type 
visited. Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry found only weak empirical links between 
physical setting, goal orientations and activities of users. They suggested that the 
similarities of goal orientations were more significant than the differences in goal 
orientations between settings.
Knopf, Peterson and Leatherberry also used factor analysis to test whether activities 
varied across settings. Water based recreation activities proved to be closely related 
in regard to goal orientations while other types of activities were divided, according 
to goal orientations, between passive and active pursuits.
Virden and Knopf (1989) tested for the significance of difference of eight recreation 
experience domains (Escape/Rest, Nature Appreciation, Achievement, Social 
Support, Autonomy, Personal Value, Sharing/Leading, Friendship) across four 
activities (Hiking, Camping, Four wheel driving, Angling) and across four of the six 
ROS zones (Primitive, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorised, Semi-Primitive Motorised, 
Roaded Natural). In 41% of the cases the difference was significant at a 95% level 
of confidence. The experience domains of ‘Nature Appreciation’ and ‘Autonomy’ 
were independent of both activity and setting while ‘Social Support’, 
‘Sharing/Leading’ and ‘Achievement’ were the most dependent on setting.
Yuan and McEwen (1989) tested for the significance of difference in 31 experience 
items across three ROS categories (Rural, Roaded, Semi-Primitive) for the activity 
of camping. For 14 of the 31 experience items examined there were significant 
differences across the three zones. The items which significantly differed across 
ROS zones were those which would logically be expected to differentiate between 
experiences in different settings. For example, ‘Being Outdoors’ would not logically 
differentiate between settings as all camping is out of doors. The items related to 
‘Being in a Remote Area’, ‘Being in a Natural Area’ and ‘Being in an Unmodified 
Area’ did vary across settings and are not necessarily a part of all camping.
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Specialisation, commitment and experience use history
Bryan (1977) found that trout fishermen with different levels of specialisation had 
different setting preferences. Graefe, Donnelly and Vaske (1986) considered 
specialisation in relation to crowding and Williams and Huffman (1986) and Virden 
and Schreyer (1986) to backcountry trail choice. Tinsley and Bowman (1986) found 
that the psychometric measure of the Paragraphs About Leisure (PAL) was able to 
discriminate between naive and expert stamp collectors. Schreyer, Lime and 
Williams (1984), Hammitt and McDonald (1981; 1983) and Hammitt et al. (1986) 
also found that recreation behaviour varied with experience use history.
Together these studies indicate that experience use history and level of 
specialisation may effect the nature of the setting preferred and the experiences 
desired or expected. Bryan (1977) characterised specialisation by the type of setting 
preferred, the type of equipment used, the specificity of locations visited and the 
type of fishing undertaken. Schreyer, Lime and Williams (1984) characterised 
experience use history by the locations visited, the frequency of participation and 
the history of involvement in the activity. No studies have been found which 
consider the level of commitment to an activity and the influence that this may have 
over desired or expected experiences or preferences for certain types of settings 
although Buchanan (1985) provides a theoretical perspective.
3.3 Aims and hypotheses
The aims of the thesis considered in this part are:
to derive and test a series of new items to add to the existing REP items of 
D river(1977;1983),
to determine the extent of setting dependency for experiences by expanding 
the REP items to include more setting specific items, and
to explore the effect of level of specialisation, commitment and experience 
use history within an activity on the setting dependency of experiences.
The hypotheses tested in thi$ part are:
HI There will be greater setting association for REP items which refer
specifically to the attributes of the setting in which the activity is undertaken.
Test Comparison of the ability of the different experience domains to distinguish 
between recreation setting preferences.
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H2 The types of experiences desired or expected will vary according to differing 
levels of specialisation, commitment and experience use history.
Test Ability of the REP domain scores to distinguish between different levels of 
specialisation, commitment and experience use history.
3.4 Methods
To derive setting specific REP items, in addition to those of Driver (1977; 1983), a 
series of items was tested that was composed of two of the items considered by 
Graefe et al. (1988), items derived by Driver (pers. comm.) plus a set of new and 
previously untested items. The previously considered items were in some instances 
modified and all items tested for reliability. The new items derived referred 
specifically to urban environments. The items from Graefe et al. (1988) were 
concerned with predictability of events while those of Driver (pers. comm.) 
considered the experiences most likely associated with natural areas.
Two sample groups of students from The Australian National University Forestry 
Department were used in testing the reliability of the items. Item testing included 
measures of both the value and expectancy of each item. Students were asked to 
consider either the activity of their last recreation engagement or their favourite 
activity, and to then rank, on modified Likert scales, how much they expected to 
receive each experience item and the value that they placed on each item.
The data obtained were pooled and the correlations between items calculated for 
both the expectancy and value of each item. Both the expectancy and value mean 
scores were then tested for significant differences between mean scores calculated 
according to respondent age, respondent sex, student sample and activity. The 
ANOVA comparisons of means procedure was used to test for significant 
differences.
The items that were intuitively associated, yet did not show a correlation during 
testing, were examined for ambiguities in wording and were clarified where 
appropriate. The probabilities of differences in mean scores from each ANOVA 
test performed were used to identify items that varied by either age, sex, sample or 
activity. The items sought were those that varied by activity but not by age, sex or 
sample. In instances where an item score varied by activity, it was assumed that it 
would also possibly vary by setting. Where the items differentiated according to age, 
sex or sample it was assumed that differing responses to items may be attributable 
to age or sex rather than the setting dependency sought.
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The item set so derived was then included in a questionnaire (Appendix 4) designed 
to seek the setting dependency of the newly derived items compared to those of 
Driver (1977; 1983). The survey also considered the effect of experience use history, 
commitment and specialisation on the settings preferred and experiences desired.
Rather than considering an unrestricted array of activities as in Part 2, the survey 
component of Part 3 considered only two activities. The activities chosen were 
angling and bird watching. These activities were chosen for their similarity in the 
pursuit of wildlife in both urban and natural settings. Also, both activities have a 
well supported infrastructure which could be used to contact participants and each 
allowed for different levels of experience use history, commitment and 
specialisation. The limited range of activities and small samples sought reflect the 
exploratory nature of the research.
Experience use history, commitment and specialisation were described by a number 
of factors including number of engagements, the average time of engagement, 
interests in particular species, total investment in equipment, recurrent expenditure 
and the reading material owned or purchased.
The survey method chosen was a mail-back questionnaire following the methods 
suggested by Dillman (1978). However, no reminder note was used because the 
sample sought was not required to be representative of the activity, but rather to 
provide a sample sufficiently large for statistical analysis.
Questionnaires were distributed in two ways. The Canberra Ornithologists Group 
(COG) provided their mailing list of 360 individual members. Members of the 
COG were mailed a letter of explanation from their President along with a 
questionnaire and a postage paid return envelope.
Anglers were distributed questionnaires through a major Canberra fishing tackle 
retailer and tour outfitter. Subjects were asked to participate in the survey and, if 
they agreed, were given an envelope containing a letter of support for the survey 
from the tackle shop proprietor along with the questionnaire and a postage paid 
return envelope.
The REP items used were a combination of those developed by Driver (1977; 1983), 
those tested by Driver (pers. comm.), those of Graefe et al. (1988) and some new 
items developed specifically to consider the urban settings. The items were 
randomly ordered in the questionnaire. Two modified Likert scales were used to 
measure the expectancy of the outcome referred to by a particular item and the 
value placed on that outcome. This avoided the problem of supply influencing the
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importance of outcomes. In Part 2, where straight importance scores were used on 
modified Likert scales, it is possible that respondents attached little importance to 
outcomes they knew could not be supplied through a particular visit. This should be 
shown in the two measure scale by such outcomes having a low expectancy and high 
value.
The relationship to setting preference was considered by a question which asked 
respondents to report, on a modified Likert scale, how important each of a number 
of attributes of a setting was to their enjoyment. The statistical analysis was based 
around discriminant function analysis, Wilcoxon paired comparison t-tests and 
ANOVAs. Discriminant function analysis was used to determine the extent of 
differences in experiences according to activity and experience use history, level of 
specialisation and level of commitment. Wilcoxon paired comparison t-tests were 
used to determine the significance of difference between the REP average domain 
scores between anglers and bird watchers for both expectancy and value. ANOVAs 
were used to test for significant differences between mean scores of classes within 
the sample for a number of variables.
Analytic methods
Discriminant function analysis examines how well two or more groups can be 
distinguished between from a series of scores on the basis of two or more variables. 
The SAS software package (SAS Institute Inc. 1987) gives the generalised squared 
distance between groups and an a posteriori ‘error count estimate’ for each group. 
The a posteriori ‘error count estimate’ is based on the probability of the observations 
being classified into that same group by available recorded variables. This 
technique can describe how well a set of classes, identified by one set of variables, 
can be described by alternative sets of variables. The generalised squared distance 
between groups shows where the groups lie in relation to one another within a n- 
dimensional mathematical space where ‘n’ is the number of variables.
Tatsuoka (1970) suggests the general rules for data requirements for discriminant 
function analysis are that there should be a larger number of variables than groups 
being compared and the sample size should be at least two or three times the 
number of variables. Tatsuoka also recommends that the size of the smallest group 
should be no less than the number of variables considered although no explanation 
as to why is given. Brown and Tinsley (1983) suggest that as a conservative rule of 
thumb for multivariate testing the number of observations should be 10 times the 
number of variables but support the more specific rules suggested by Tatsuoka.
They also comment that large data sets tend to overestimate discriminant ability
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while small data sets possibly introduce bias in calculating error count estimates.
The SAS software system discriminant function analysis (SAS Institute Inc. 1987) 
can be used with either parametric or nonparametric algorithms, dependent on 
whether the data is multivariate normally distributed or not. Multivariate normality 
is invalid where one or more variables have a highly skewed distribution with 
several outlying high or low values, or where there are many repeated values (Manly 
1986).
In this part discriminant function analysis was used to test the discriminant ability of 
both expectancy and value REP domain scores for classes derived by cluster analysis 
of setting preference data. In this instance the small samples and the skewed nature 
of the data for some variables led to the use of the nonparametric form of 
discriminant function analysis.
Cluster analysis is a method which groups similar observations into a smaller 
number of clusters based on certain criteria (Manly 1986). The number of classes is 
unknown prior to cluster analysis. The criterion used by cluster analysis to group 
similar observations is that they have similar scores for each of the variables 
belonging to each observation.
There are a number of algorithms for cluster analysis but these can generally be 
described by two particular approaches (Manly 1986). The first approach is 
hierarchic where analysis begins with calculation of the distance from each 
observation to all other observations. Groups are then derived by either a process 
of agglomeration, where all observations begin as single member groups and are 
progressively grouped, or where all observations are initially in one group and are 
progressively split. The second approach involves partitioning with observations 
being allowed to move in and out of groups at different stages of the analysis. To 
begin with some arbitrary group centres are chosen and individuals are allocated to 
the group centre.
Tastclus’ is a partitioning method which performs disjoint cluster analysis on the 
basis of Euclidean distances. The method is based on nearest centroid sorting. The 
means of clusters are first estimated using a set of points called cluster seeds. The 
first complete (no missing values) observation is selected as the first seed. The 
second seed is the next complete observation greater than a specified minimum 
distance from the first seed. As observations are added to clusters the cluster mean 
(centroid) is updated. The initial seeds are eventually replaced by the means of the 
temporary clusters which are constantly updated until no further changes occur. As 
‘Fastclus’ is not a hierarchical procedure the number of initial seeds (and hence
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final clusters) must be specified. Several different runs, with different specifications 
for the maximum number of seeds, must be completed to determine the number of 
clusters in a data set.
Ward’s minimum variance method is a hierarchical, agglomerative method which 
calculates the distance between two clusters as the ANOVA sum of squares between 
clusters added over all the variables. At each level of the clustering hierarchy the 
within cluster sum of squares is minimised over all partitions obtainable by merging 
two clusters from the previous level. Ward’s minimum variance method is noted for 
a bias toward producing clusters with roughly the same number of observations.
The statistics reported for the SAS software system for cluster analysis are the R- 
square, Pseudo-F statistic and Cubic Clustering Criterion. In their review of 
clustering statistics Milligan and Cooper (1983) found that the Cubic Clustering 
Criterion is one of the most precise and reliable statistics of those commonly used. 
Likewise, the Pseudo-F was considered an accurate measure. The main value of the 
R-square is showing the amount of variation explained at each level in the clustering 
procedure. Interpretation of both the Pseudo-F and Cubic Clustering Criterion is 
achieved by looking for peaks in the scores. Peaks are based on finding the largest 
difference between successive levels of different cluster solutions, with the lower 
cluster solution being used as the best solution.
The analysis of variance comparison of means (ANOVA) was used to test the null 
hypothesis that the means of more than two samples or classes are the same for a 
dependent variable. The calculations involved in ANOVA are available in most 
statistical texts and are automatically computed by most statistical computer 
software systems. There are a number of rules in using ANOVA that must be 
observed. It is preferable, though not obligatory, that the sample sizes be roughly 
equal and that the data in each sample approximate a normal distribution. Unless 
the data deviate severely from these underlying assumptions the ANOVA test 
statistic (F-statistic) will still be valid.
The F-statistic calculated can be translated to a probability using the critical values 
of the F-distribution. If the probability is less than the desired confidence level, for 
example 0.05 for a 95% level of confidence, then the null hypothesis can be rejected 
and difference between samples assumed. A multiple comparison of means was 
carried out using Bonferroni t-tests of differences between means. This procedure 
can be used to show which pairs of means contribute to an overall significant 
difference across a group of means.
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Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-tests were used to test the significance of difference 
between the paired samples between the REP domain expectancy scores for anglers 
and bird watchers and value scores between anglers and bird watchers. The 
Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-test is the nonparametric analogue of the paired 
sample t-test and compares the absolute values of differences between paired 
samples or populations where the distribution of the samples is not necessarily 
normal.
Once the differences between each pair is calculated the absolute values of the 
differences are ranked. The ranks assigned to tied observations are the mean of the 
ranks that would have been assigned had they not been tied. The original sign ( + or 
-) is then affixed to the corresponding rank. The critical value is calculated by 
summing the ranks with similar signs. The null hypothesis is that the samples are 
the same if the sum of either sign is less than or equal to the critical value (of the 
Wilcoxon T-Distribution) for the desired confidence level (Zar 1984).
Correlation analysis was used to measure the closeness of the linear relationship 
between two variables. Where one variable can be expressed exactly as a linear 
function of the other, the correlation will be either 1 or -1, depending on whether 
the relationship is direct or inverse. A correlation of zero means that one variable 
has no predictive ability for the other (SAS Institute Inc. 1987). In all instances in 
this study the statistic reported is the Pearson product-moment correlation which 
can be interpreted according to the rules stated above.
Coding of data
The analysis of survey results relied heavily on the use of modified Likert scales 
(Likert 1967) to translate importances, expectancies and values into coded scores 
that could be used in analysis. The scales were chosen for three main reasons. The 
first was to provide simply interpreted scales for respondents. The second was to 
provide the diversity of choice necessary for analysis and the third to be as 
consistent as possible with other scales cited in the literature.
The survey instrument of this part relied on two separate modified Likert scales.
The following five-point scale was used in question 10 of the instrument (Appendix 
4) which sought the importance of various setting attributes:
Importance 1 = Not at all
2 = A little
3 = Moderately
4 = Very much
127
5 = Great amount
It would have been more consistent with other studies to use a six-point scale for 
importance but the five-point scale was used to be consistent,^nd therefore avoid 
respondent confusion, with the other scale used in question 11 of the instrument.
The following modified Likert scale was used to measure respondent expectancy 
and values for a series of REP items in question 11 of the questionnaire:
Expectancy: 1 = Not at all
2 = A little
3 = Moderately
4 = Very Much
5 = Great Amount
Values: Desirable 1 = Extremely
2 = Very
3 = Moderately
4 = A little
5 = Neither (Desirable nor Undesirable)
Undesirable 6 = A little
7 = Moderately
8 = Very
9 = Extremely
3.5 Development of additional REP items
Two classes from The Australian National University Forestry Department were 
used to test the reliability of a series of new REP items that were developed to 
better highlight recreation setting dependencies than the existing items of Driver 
(1977; 1983). Completed responses were received from 42 first year students and 19 
fourth year students. Samples were collected separately, but using the same method 
in each instance.
Students were asked to consider either the activity of their last recreation 
engagement or their favourite activity. They were also asked to nominate their age 
and sex. A series of 30 items was then shown and the students asked to mark on a 
score sheet (Appendix 10) how much they expected each item to be realised on a 
five-point modified Likert scale (from ‘Not at All’ to ‘A Great Amount’) and, how 
much they valued (from desirable to undesirable) each item on a nine-point 
modified Likert scale (from ‘A Great Amount’ [desirable] to ‘Neither’ [desirable or 
undesirable] to ‘A Great Amount’ [undesirable]).
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The 30 items (Table 3.1) included two items (items 1 and 2) to measure 
predictability, as suggested by Graefe et al. (1988), five items (3 to 7) from Driver 
(1977), 11 items (8 to 18) from Driver (pers. comm.) and 12 newly developed items 
(19 to 30). The five Driver (1977) items were included as control items that would 
be expected to behave reliably as shown by Driver (1977). Reliability was 
considered as being when the items did not vary significantly (at a 90% confidence 
level) according to sample, age or sex.
Significant differences were sought by activity, from which it was assumed that the 
item also would vary by setting. This assumption was made on the basis of the 
associations between activity, setting and experience shown in the results of Part 2 of 
this thesis.
Three forms of analysis were used to test for the reliability of these items. The first 
was the derivation of correlation matrices for the pooled data from both samples for 
both expectancy and value (Tables A2.1 and A2.2). A series of ANOVAs were then 
used to test for significant differences between mean scores for each item based on 
mean scores for different samples, age, sex and activity (Table 3.2). Where 
significant differences were found it was assumed that these items would be 
unreliable because they may vary due to factors other than those being investigated.
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Table 3.1
REP ITEMS TESTED FOR RELIABILITY
1 To know what to expect when you visit
2 To be in an area where events are predictable
3 To meet new people
4 To study nature
5 To learn more about nature
6 To enjoy the scenery
7 To be close to nature
8 Feeling isolated from human activity
9 Being where there are facilities for ease and comfort
10 Being in a remote natural area
11 Avoiding unwanted contact with others
12 Being in an environment that is not easily accessible by car
13 Being in a natural ecosystem
14 Being able to experience solitude
15 Being in a vast natural area
16 Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
17 Being isolated from human development
18 Being in a relatively unmodified natural area
19 To be in an open space close to home
20 To be in an open space but not have to leave the city
21 To experience space while being within the city
22 To experience space without the dangers of remote areas
23 To experience space without the isolation of remote areas
24 To experience space without the inconvenience of travel outside of the city
25 To experience freedom from regulation
26 To experience security knowing that there are rules to govern other people’s behaviour
27 To experience safety knowing that the area is ranger patrolled
28 To be in an area that is free from patrols by rangers
29 To feel safe because other people are nearby
30 To know that toilet facilities are available
Table 3.2
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN REP ITEMS 
FROM RELIABILITY TESTING BY AGE, SEX, SAMPLE AND ACTIVITY
Pr>F (Age) Pr>F (Sex) Pr>F (Sample) Pr>F (Activity)
Val Exp Val Exp Val Exp Val Exp
Hem n = 60
8IIc 5IIC sIIc n=61 n = 69 n = 43 n = 47
1 0.38 0.67 0.69 0.00* 0.21 0.26 0.98 0.24
2 0.44 0.86 0.78 0.90 0.41 0.35 0.71 0.26
3 0.99 0.73 0.58 0.18 0.91 0.79 0.51 0.23
4 0.77 0.95 0.16 0.49 0.96 0.16 0.10 0.01*
5 0.99 0.92 0.99 0.95 0.57 0.86 0.19 0.02*
6 0.99 0.09 0.48 0.75 0.25 0.06 0.00* 0.00*
7 0.49 0.21 0.70 0.79 0.28 0.61 0.29 0.08
8 0.13 0.11 0.92 0.38 0.92 0.17 0.43 0.12
9 0.36 0.10 0.70 0.58 0.52 0.18 0.06 0.00*
10 0.16 0.25 0.96 0.33 0.44 0.02* 0.15 0.00*
11 0.23 0.25 0.37 0.72 0.98 0.11 0.61 0.08
12 0.23 0.83 0.23 0.75 0.67 0.31 0.08 0.05*
13 0.67 0.03* 0.78 0.93 0.14 0.09 0.58 0.17
14 0.54 0.12 0.76 0.38 0.41 0.11 0.13 0.25
15 0.14 0.70 0.85 0.48 0.64 0.71 0.15 0.09
16 0.21 0.07 0.75 0.47 0.32 0.66 0.95 0.05*
17 0.67 0.37 0.77 0.76 0.65 0.35 0.50 0.23
18 0.02* 0.19 0.73 0.90 0.08 0.77 0.12 0.18
19 0.58 0.03* 0.07 0.62 0.14 0.01* 0.77 0.38
20 0.32 0.04* 0.29 0.46 0.24 0.01* 0.07 0.25
21 0.79 0.12 0.26 0.40 0.84 0.25 0.21 0.16
22 0.32 0.08 0.52 0.87 0.22 0.62 0.04* 0.67
23 0.15 0.08 0.16 0.30 0.02* 0.28 0.12 0.47
24 0.30 0.04* 0.80 0.92 0.29 0.03* 0.46 0.13
25 0.97 0.21 0.46 0.08 0.70 0.14 0.70 0.37
26 0.85 0.21 0.48 0.03* 0.37 0.64 0.59 0.87
27 0.24 0.44 0.81 0.41 0.48 0.92 0.44 0.36
28 0.38 0.46 0.49 0.32 0.22 0.74 0.61 0.30
29 0.04* 0.01* 0.30 0.72 0.13 0.25 0.61 0.17
30 0.36 0.40 0.03* 0.97 0.82 0.29 0.19 0.19
Val=Value
Exp= Expectancy
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
The correlation matrices (Table A2.1 and Table A2.2) were used to observe the 
correlations between items that were expected to be similar, with high correlations 
sought between those items for both expectancy and value. The items were then 
reviewed according to their origins and the elements of the experience that they 
would be expected to represent with the expectation that the items within a domain 
would overall be more closely correlated than to an item within another domain.
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Items 1 and 2, the predictability measures, were intended to tap the same element 
and yet were not highly correlated. It is possible that the problem was in the wording 
of the items. For further use item 2 was changed from T o  be in an area where 
events are predictable’ to T o  be able to predict what will happen’ in the hope that . 
this potentially useful domain will prove reliable in later analysis. Of the REP items 
from Driver (1977), item 3 T o  meet new people’ was included to represent the REP 
domain ‘Meeting/Observing New People’. This was the only item drawn from that 
domain and, as was expected, did not correlate with any other items. Items 4 to 7 
were drawn from the Driver (1977) REP domain ‘Relationships With Nature’.
Again, as expected, the items correlated highly with each other but not with any of 
the other items considered.
Items 8 to 18 were drawn from Driver (pers. comm.) and, excepting item 9, referred 
to the types of experiences that would be associated with remote natural settings.
The items correlated highly with each other while item 9 ‘Being where there are 
facilities for ease and comfort’ correlated most highly with the items 19-24 that 
referred to experiences associated with urban settings.
The items developed to consider urban experiences, 19 to 24, all proved to be 
correlated. Items 25 to 29 were included to consider elements of safety and security. 
Item 25 was used as an inverse, that is, suggesting freedom from regulation rather 
than safety or security. That it was highly correlated with items of safety and 
security (items 26 to 29) suggests that it was not perceived as an inverse of safety 
and security and would be misleading if used in that way. Similarly, as expected, 
item 28 T o  be in an area that is free from patrols by Rangers’ was not correlated 
with item 25 or items 26, 27 or 29, again suggesting that it would be an unreliable 
measure of safety and security.
Items 26, 27 and 29 correlated and it can be assumed that they would provide a 
useful measure of safety and security. Item 30 T o  know that toilet facilities are 
available’ did not correlate with its intuitively most similar item (9), ‘Being where 
there are facilities for ease and comfort’, though it did correlate, for expectancy, 
with item 29 T o  feel safe because other people are nearby’. No clear explanation of 
the possible reason for this correlation is evident, except that perhaps the presence 
of other people may be associated with more developed settings that may well 
include toilet facilities. Due to the lack of correlation with the other intuitively 
similar item, and inexplicable correlation with item 29, item 30 was considered 
unsuitable for further use.
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Several conclusions were drawn from examination of the correlation matrices. With 
rewording, the two predictability items 1 and 2 would hopefully prove reliable 
measures. The Driver (1977) items showed expected correlations, confirming the 
validity of the study method. Items 8 and 10 to 18 should give reliable measures of 
the value and expectancies for visits to remote and natural areas while item 9 ‘Being 
where there are facilities for ease and comfort’ should be considered to be 
associated with the urban experience items 19 to 24. Items 25 and 28 proved 
unreliable measures and will not be considered in further studies. Items 26, 27 and 
29 should be reliable measures of safety and security.
Significant differences between mean scores for expectancy and value by age, sex, 
sample and activity were sought to identify items which inappropriately, for the 
intended further use, differentiated on the basis of age, sex or sample. As the 
intended use is to seek setting dependencies it is necessary to use items that are 
stable across age, sex and sample but allowing variation with setting character. This 
is based on the assumption that the association between activity, setting and 
experience will see the items vary for setting as they did for activity. Activity was 
used as the dependent variable in the reliability study as descriptions of the referent 
activities was possible, whereas a referent setting type could not be easily described. 
The split sample was used as an overall test for reliability of the items.
The P r> F  scores derived from the comparison of means (Table 3.2) should be 
treated with caution because of the small number of cases, in some instances, from 
which the mean scores were calculated. However, these probabilities do indicate 
that the items which differed least by age, sex or sample were items 3 to 7 which 
were taken from the item pool of Driver (1977) which had been the subject of 
extensive reliability testing and refinement. Overall the items were more likely to 
be scored differently by activity, for both expectancy and value, than by age, sex or 
sample.
A notable difference between the Driver (1977) items that behaved most reliably 
and the other 25 items tested is the simplicity in wording of the Driver (1977) items. 
Where appropriate items were reworded with care being taken to avoid changing 
the meaning of the item to respondents. The modified list of items is shown in 
Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3
MODIFIED REP ITEMS USED IN THE MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE
1 To know what to expect when you visit
2 To be able to predict what will happen
3 To meet new people
4 To study nature
5 To learn more about nature
6 To enjoy the scenery
7 To be close to nature
8 Feeling isolated from human activity
9 Being where there are facilities for ease and comfort
10 Being in a remote natural area
11 Avoiding unwanted contact with others
12 Being in an environment that is not easily accessible by car
13 Being in a natural ecosystem
14 Being able to experience solitude
15 Being in a vast natural area
16 Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
17 Being isolated from human development
18 Being in a relatively unmodified natural area
19 To be in an open space close to home
20 To be in an open space but not have to leave the city
21 To experience space while being within the city
22 To experience space without the dangers of remote areas
23 To experience space without the isolation of remote areas
24 To experience space without the inconvenience of travel outside of the city
25 To experience security knowing that there are rules to govern other people’s behaviour
26 To experience safety knowing that the area is ranger patrolled
27 To feel safe because other people are nearby
The resultant survey instrument
The questionnaire (Appendix 4) contained three questions (1, 2 and 3) which 
referred to experience use history, two which referred to specialisation (4 and 10) 
and four which referred to level of commitment (5, 6, 7, and 8). The setting 
preference question (10) presented a series of eight site attributes and asked 
respondents to nominate the importance of each attribute on the five-point 
modified Likert scale.
To these questions were added the 27 items shown in Table 3.3, supplemented with 
a further 28 items from the Driver item pools of 1977 and 1983 to consider a fuller 
array of domains. The 55 items used in the mail-back questionnaire to anglers and 
ornithologists are shown in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4
DOMAIN STRUCTURE OF THE REP ITEMS USED IN THE MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE
DOMAIN 1 - Achievement 
Code
7 To have others recognise and admire you for doing it
10 To test your abilities
21 To receive compliments on your skills and abilities 
25 To have others think highly of you for doing it
28 To feel exhilaration
32 To experience excitement
33 To develop your skills and abilities
34 To tell others about your trip
DOMAIN 2 - Leadership/Autonomy 
Code
14 To be in command of the situation 
24 To be in charge of what’s happening
DOMAIN 3 - Equipment 
Code
19 To test and use your equipment
22 To talk to others about your equipment
23 To use your equipment
DOMAIN 4 - Family Togetherness 
Code
2 To do something with your family
11 To do what your children wanted you to do
DOMAIN 5 - Being With People 
Code
5 To be with friends
8 To enjoy the company of people you are with 
13 To be with people who have similar values
DOMAIN 6 - Meeting/Observing New People 
Code
3 To meet new people
DOMAIN 7 - Learning/Discovery 
Code
6 To experience a sense of discovery
20 To learn more about things
DOMAIN 8 - Relationships With Nature 
Code
1 To be close to nature 
17 To learn more about nature 
27 To study nature
35 To enjoy the scenery
continued over page
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Table 3.4
DOMAIN STRUCTURE OF THE REP ITEMS USED IN THE MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE
continued from previous page -
DOMAIN 9 - Reflect on Personal Values 
Code
9 To think about who you are
16 To think about your personal values
DOMAIN 10 - Exercise/Physical Fitness 
Code
29 To get exercise
DOMAIN 11 - Physical Rest 
Code
4 To relax physically
DOMAIN 12 - Escape Personal/Social Pressures 
Code
15 To release or reduce tension
18 To have a change from daily routines
26 To give your mind a rest
30 To get away from the usual demands of life
DOMAIN 13 - Predictability 
Code
12 To be able to predict what will happen
31 To know what to expect when you visit
DOMAIN 14 - Safety and Security 
Code
36 To feel safe because other people are nearby
49 To experience safety knowing that the area is ranger patrolled 
52 To experience security knowing that there are rules to govern 
other people’s behaviour
DOMAIN 15 - Seeking Convenient Open Space 
Code
37 Being where there are facilities for ease and comfort
39 To experience space without the isolation of remote areas
40 To experience space without travelling outside of the city
41 To be in an open space close to home
43 To experience space while being within the city
44 To experience space without the dangers of remote areas 
55 To be in an open space but not have to leave the city
continued over page
Table 3.4
DOMAIN STRUCTURE OF THE REP ITEMS USED IN THE MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE
continued from previous page
DOMAIN 16 - Seeking Unmodified Environments 
Code
38 Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
42 Being in an environment that is not easily accessible by car
45 Being in a remote natural area
46 Being isolated from human development 
48 Being in a natural ecosystem
50 Being in a relatively unmodified natural area
53 Feeling isolated from human activity
54 Being in a vast natural area
DOMAIN 17 - Avoiding People 
Code
47 Avoiding unwanted contact with others
51 Being able to experience solitude
Note: codes show the random sequence used in the questionnaire.
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3.6 Results
Of the 360 questionnaires sent to the Canberra Ornithologist Group members, 98 
completed returns were received, a response rate of 27%. Of the 142 questionnaires 
distributed to anglers only 24 completed returns were received, a response rate of 
17%.
The questionnaire contained 55 REP items which were presented in a randomly 
selected order. Respondents were asked to nominate how much they expected to 
receive each of the experiences referred to by each REP item. The expectancy scale 
was matched with a nine-point modified Likert scale of value, asking whether the 
experience referred to by each item was desirable or undesirable.
The initial step taken in the analysis of responses was to derive a series of classes 
from the experience use history, specialisation and commitment responses. The 
classes are used as dependent variables in order to seek differences in responses to 
REP items between the derived classes of variables. The classes derived and the 
frequency in each class, except those for the setting preference classes, are shown in 
Tables 3.5 and 3.6.
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Table 3.5
CLASSES DERIVED TO DESCRIBE ORNITHOLOGISTS LEVELS OF SPECIALISATION, 
COMMITMENT AND EXPERIENCE USE HISTORY
Num ber of Years of Participation
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 1 to 10 years 51
2 11 to 20 years 24
3 21 to 50 years 22
How M any T im es per Month
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 1 to 5 tim es 67
2 6 to 10 times 13
3 11 to 30 times 16
For How M any Hours Each Tim e
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 1 to 3 hours 78
2 4 to 9 hours 16
Particular Target Species
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 No 86
2 Yes 12
Cost of Equipm ent 
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 0  to 100 dollars 19
2 101 to 500 dollars 53
3 501 to 30000 dollars 23
Monthly Expenditure
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 0 to 10 dollars 71
2 11 to 920 dollars 24
Num ber of Books 
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 0 to 10 42
2 11 to 20 24
3 21 to 2000 32
M agazine Subscriptions
Class Parameters Frequency in Sam ple
1 No 54
2 Yes 44
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Table 3.6
CLASSES DERIVED TO DESCRIBE ANGLER’S LEVELS OF SPECIALISATION, 
COMMITMENT AND EXPERIENCE USE HISTORY
Number of Years of Participation 
Class Parameters
1 1 to 10 years
2 11 to 34 years
Frequency in Sample 
11 
13
How Many Times per Month 
Class Parameters
1 1 to 4 times
2 5 to 8 times
Frequency in Sample
19
5
For How Many Hours Each Time 
Class Parameters
1 1 to 6 hours
2 7 to 24 hours
Frequency in Sample 
11 
13
Particular Target Species 
Class Parameters
1 No
2 Yes
Frequency in Sample 
10 
14
Cost of Equipment
Class Parameters
1 0 to 1000 dollars
2 1001 to 30000 dollars
Frequency in Sample 
10 
12
Monthly Expenditure
Class Parameters
1 0 to 50 dollars
2 51 to 240 dollars
Frequency in Sample 
12 
12
Number of Books
Class Parameters
1 0 to 20
2 21 to 300
Frequency in Sample 
12 
11
Magazine Subscriptions 
Class Parameters
1 No
2 Yes
Frequency in Sample 
10 
14
The SAS ‘Fastclus’ cluster analysis routine was used to derive classes from the 
setting preference data. The data from the ornithologist and angler surveys were 
combined for this analysis. This yielded a result which indicated that nine classes of 
setting preference best described the variation within the combined sample. An R- 
square value of 0.533 was obtained, indicating that 53.3%  of variation within the
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sample could be explained by the nine class solution. The mean scores for the 
importance of each attribute for each of the nine classes are shown in Table 3.7.
The clustering was validated by checking the distribution of classes from the 
Tastclus’ procedure against the distribution using the Ward’s minimum variance 
clustering method. At the most significant level, nine classes, there was minimal 
variation in the degree of explanation, Ward’s minimum variance explaining 
marginally more (2.1%) variation than the Tastclus’ procedure. However, the 
assignment of observations to clusters did vary between procedures, with Ward’s 
minimum variance displaying bias toward producing clusters with similar numbers 
of observations. With nine groups of roughly equal sample size, the number of 
observations in each group became too small for further analysis, particularly for 
discriminant function analysis. Tastclus’ produced three small groups, containing a 
total of 11 observations. It was considered expedient for the validity of further 
analysis to regard these observations as outliers and to use only the six remaining 
groups. Therefore the results of the Tastclus’ method are those reported.
Table 3.7
MEAN IMPORTANCE SCORES FOR EACH SETTING ATTRIBUTE BY SETTING PREFERENCE 
CLASS
Class Freq A B C
1 21 4.67 4.76 1.38
2 20 1.60 1.91 1.05
3 13 3.15 4.69 1.17
4 2 1.00 1.00 1.00
5 14 1.93 2.06 1.64
6 12 1.42 1.83 1.17
7 2 2.50 2.00 4.00
8 7 2.71 3.43 2.57
9 29 2.62 3.76 1.64
Attribute
D E F G H
2.57 4.05 3.14 4.33 1.29
1.42 4.20 3.05 4.00 1.55
1.54 2.15 2.08 4.31 1.23
1.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00
3.07 1.79 3.93 4.57 2.36
2.17 1.90 1.83 3.08 1.67
3.00 2.00 1.00 2.50 5.00
4.57 4.86 3.86 4.86 2.14
2.72 3.60 3.66 4.17 1.68
Attribute Codes
A - How many other people are present 
B - What the other people present are doing 
C - The number of facilities 
D - The quality of access 
E - The amount of control on what you do 
F - The quality of the scenic views 
G - The naturalness of the environment ’
H - That there are facilities available for you to participate 
in additional activities during the visit
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Brief descriptions of the setting preferences of the nine classes, based on the 
attributes that are comparatively rated higher or lower for that attribute, are as 
follows:
Class 1 Very high importance on social condition, naturalness and control but 
little on facility development.
Class 2 Little importance on social condition, facility development or access.
High importance on naturalness and control.
Class 3 High importance on what others are doing and naturalness and little 
importance on facility development.
Class 4 Little importance on social condition, facility development or access but 
strong concerns about control, scenic views and naturalness.
Class 5 Little importance on the amount of control but high importance on 
scenic views and naturalness.
Class 6 Low importance on social conditions, control, scenic views and 
naturalness.
Class 7 High importance on facilities and low importance on the quality of the 
scenic views and naturalness.
Class 8 High importance on the quality of access and amount of control.
Class 9 Distinguished from the other groups only by the absence of any 
comparatively high or low scores.
Table 3.8 is a frequency table of the association between both ornithologists and 
anglers and particular setting preference classes. The table shows that there is a 
higher proportion of ornithologists in classes 1, 3 and 6 than would be expected from 
the proportional sample sizes. The loading towards classes 1 and 3 is probably a 
reflection of the concern of ornithologists toward the disturbance of birds by others. 
The bias of ornithologists toward class 6 will be considered later in this section when 
the differences in experiences sought from participation are explored.
The next step taken in the analysis was to test the consistency of the expected 
associations between the scores for both expectancy and value. Correlation 
matrices were derived for items that were expected to be associated. The expected 
domain associations are shown in Table 3.4 and the correlations within these 
domains in Table 3.9.
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Table 3.8
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN ACTIVITY AND SETTING PREFERENCE CLASS
Class A nglers O rnithologists Tota l
1 3 18 21
% 2.5 15.0 17.5
2 5 15 20
% 4.2 12.5 16.7
3 0 13 13
% 0 10.8 10.8
4 1 1 2
% 0.8 0.8 1.7
5 2 12 14
% 1.7 10.0 11.7
6 1 11 12
% 0.8 9.2 10.0
7 1 1 2
% 0.8 0.8 1.7
8 5 2 7
% 4.2 1.7 5.8
9 6 23 29
% 5.0 19.2 24.2
Total 24 96 120
% 20.0 80.0 100
Table 3.9
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEMS IN THE PROPOSED DOMAIN STRUCTURE
ACHIEVEMENT DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy (above diagonal)
7 10 21 25 28 32 33 34
7 0.13 0.47 0.54 0.20 0.21 0.16 0.32
10 0.19 0.31 0.26 0.21 0.30 0.30 0.36
21 0.48 0.25 0.70 0.18 0.33 0.20 0.47
25 0.45 0.11 0.64 0.14 0.30 0.17 0.38
28 0.10 0.16 0.11 -0.03 0.59 0.35 0.37
32 0.09 0.17 0.21 0.08 0.49 0.48 0.38
33 -0.07 0.19 0.13 0.12 0.27 0.52 0.33
34 0.28 0.19 0.40 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.34
Value (below diagonal)
LEADERSHIP/AUTONOMY DOMAIN ITEMS
14
Expectancy
24
14 0.69
24 0.55
Value
continued over page
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Table 3.9
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEMS IN THE PROPOSED DOMAIN STRUCTURE
continued from previous page 
EQUIPMENT DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
19 22 23
19 0.43 0.62
22 0.21 0.40
23 0.62 0.29
Value
FAMILY TOGETHERNESS DOMAIN ITEMS
2
Expectancy
11
2 0.46
11 0.37
Value
BEING WITH PEOPLE DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
5 8 13
5 0.65 0.55
8 0.63 0.63
13 0.57 0.68
Value
LEARNING/DISCOVERY DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy 
6 20 
6 0.46
20 0.39
Value
RELATIONSHIPS WITH NATURE DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
1 17 4 27
1 0.43 0.38 0.35
17 0.54 0.69 0.39
27 0.49 0.84 0.39
35 0.45 0.53 0.50
Value
continued over page
Table 3.9
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEMS IN THE PROPOSED DOMAIN STRUCTURE
continued from previous page
REFLECT ON PERSONAL VALUES DOMAIN ITEMS
9
Expectancy
16
9 0.66
16 0.56
Value
ESCAPE PERSONAL/SOCIAL PRESSURES DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
15 18 26 30
15 0.52 0.43 0.46
18 0.61 0.46 0.61
26 0.46 0.48 0.47
30 0.45
Value
0.56 0.33
PREDICTABILITY DOMAIN ITEMS
12
Expectancy
31
12 0.24
31 0.26
Value
SAFETY AND SECURITY DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
36 49 52
36 0.29 0.22
49 0.35 0.57
52 0.33
Value
0.59
continued over page
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Table 3.9
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEMS IN THE PROPOSED DOMAIN STRUCTURE
continued from previous page
SEEKING CONVENIENT OPEN SPACE DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
37 39 40 41 43 44 55
37 0.30 0.12 0.05 0.01 0.27 0.13
39 0.35 0.46 0.48 0.44 0.67 0.44
40 0.09 0.49 0.72 0.76 0.34 0.75
41 0.11 0.39 0.65 0.70 0.46 0.66
43 -0.05 0.25 0.56 0.58 0.41 0.73
44 0.25 0.60 0.35 0.39 0.44 0.45
55 -0.09 0.15 0.58 0.59 0.63 0.22
Value
SEEKING MODIFIED ENVIRONMENTS DOMAIN ITEMS
Expectancy
38 42 45 46 48 50 53 54
38 0.48 0.55 0.53 0.42 0.56 0.40 0.52
42 0.51 0.53 0.44 0.25 0.28 0.31 0.46
45 0.58 0.44 0.79 0.59 0.53 0.52 0.73
46 0.52 0.31 0.78 0.49 0.57 0.65 0.64
48 0.65 0.33 0.55 0.54 0.49 0.42 0.59
50 0.70 0.37 0.48 0.50 0.63 0.57 0.71
53 0.55 0.27 0.40 0.55 0.49 0.57 0.67
54 0.73 0.36 0.71 0.65 0.70 0.71 0.65
Value
AVOIDING PEOPLE DOMAIN ITEMS
47
Expectancy
51
47 0.41
51 0.58
Value
The correlations between the items in each proposed domain are such that it is 
possible to accept that the proposed domain structures are supported and can be 
used for further analysis.
Table 3.10 shows the expectancy and value mean domain scores for both the 
ornithologists and angler samples. Wilcoxon paired comparisons t-tests were used 
to test for the significance of difference between the paired samples of each of 
anglers and bird watchers for each of the expectancy and value mean scores. The 
results of these analyses (Table 3.11) show that the each of the angler and bird 
watcher samples varied significantly for expectancy but not for value. That is, 
although both samples valued each of the REP domains similarly, the two groups
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expected to receive them to different extents. The largest divergence in expectancy 
was that the angler group expected to experience ‘Leadership/Autonomy’ and to 
use ‘Equipment’ more than the ornithologists. In considering the mean scores in the 
following tables it should be remembered that a higher score for expectancy 
indicates a greater level of expectancy for receiving that experience and that a lower 
score for value indicates a greater desire for that experience.
The expectancy domains that rated particularly highly for both groups were 
‘Physical Rest’ and ‘Learning’. ‘Family Togetherness’ was a particularly low rating 
domain, for both expectancy and value, with the ornithologists.
Table 3.10
COMPARISON OF MEAN DOMAIN EXPECTANCY AND VALUE SCORES
Domain EXPECT VALUE
ORN ANG ORN ANG
n = 93 n=23 n = 89 n=22
Achievement 2.25 2.98 3.89 3.48
Leadership/Autonomy 2.15 3.27 4.23 3.30
Equipment 1.97 3.22 4.36 3.09
Family Togetherness 1.56 2.13 4.48 4.22
Being With People 2.66 3.21 3.36 2.83
Meeting/Observing New People 1.95 2.29 4.05 4.18
Learning/Discovery 3.75 3.71 2.32 2.52
Relationships With Nature 4.05 3.69 1.95 2.68
Reflect On Personal Values 1.80 2.29 4.37 4.35
Exercise/Physical Fitness 3.16 3.42 2.68 3.22
Physical Rest 3.61 3.70 2.58 2.70
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 3.22 4.15 2.76 2.26
Predictability 1.97 2.27 4.47 4.20
Safety And Security 1.84 2.47 4.16 4.06
Seeking Convenient Open Space 2.50 1.99 3.47 4.33
Seeking Unmodified Environments 3.31 3.55 2.49 2.56
Avoiding People 3.07 3.31 2.70 2.76
ORN = Ornithologist 
ANG=Angler
Table 3.11
PAIRED COMPARISON T-TEST OF POOLED ACTIVITY EXPECTANCY AND VALUE 
DOMAIN MEANS
N.Obs Mean Std Error T Prob> T
Expectancy 17 -0.402 0.114 -3.534 0.003
Value 17 0.093 0.133 0.697 0.496
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R e la tio n sh ip s  b e tw e e n  d e p e n d e n t  v a ria b le s
The relationships between the nine dependent variables used to characterise 
specialisation, commitment and experience use history were explored using 
correlation analysis (Table 3.12), by scatterplots and by contingency tables where a 
yes/no response was used. The contingency tables are shown in Tables A2.3 and 
A 2A  and the scatterplots from figure A2.1 to figure A2.30.
Table 3.12 shows that the only high correlations between variables is for ‘Cost of 
equipment’ and ‘Expenditure per month’. This held for both the ornithologist and 
angler samples.
Table 3.12
CORRELATIONS OF ORNITHOLOGIST’S AND ANGLER’S DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Ornithologists
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 1.00
2 0.30 1.00
3 0.03 -0.26 1.00
4 -0.12 -0.24 -0.00 1.00
5 0.16 0.01 0.27 -0.34 1.00
6 0.12 0.02 0.29 -0.29 0.97 1.00
7 0.20 -0.01 0.17 -0.16 0.52 0.52 1.00
8 -0.27 -0.13 -0.15 0.16 -0.19 -0.18 -0.22
Anglers
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 1.00
2 0.26 1.00
3 -0.11 -0.12 1.00
4 0.21 -0.07 0.04 1.00
5 0.27 0.21 0.09 0.16 1.00
6 0.29 -0.01 0.18 0.01 0.62 1.00
7 0.42 0.13 -0.01 0.18 0.26 0.05 1.00
8 •0.16 -0.46 0.26 -0.03 -0.25 -0.02 -0.26
1 = Years of Participation 
2= Engagements per Month 
3= Length of Participation 
4 = Target Species 
5 = Cost of Equipment 
6 = Expenditure per Month 
7 = Number of Books Owned 
8 = Magazine Subscriptions
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Association of setting preference and REP domain scores
A series of one-way analysis of variance comparison of means (ANOVA) were used 
to determine the ability of each of the REP domains to discriminate between setting 
preference classes for the ornithologists sample. The results of the ANOVAs are 
shown in Table 3.13. The setting preferences of the angler sample were not 
considered as the sample was too small to support analysis given the number of 
setting preference classes derived.
In interpreting the mean scores shown for expectancies and values in this part of the 
thesis it should be noted that, because of the different scales and scoring used, 
expectancy and value mean scores cannot be compared. Expectancy is measured on 
a scale of 1 to 5, with the score increasing with increasing expectancy. Values were 
measured on a scale of 1 to 9, with the score decreasing with increasing value.
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Table 3.13
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON SETTING CLASS
Domain Ornithologists
Expect. Value
n = 89 n=86
Achievement - 0.066 0.382
Leadership/Autonomy 0.222 0.276
Equipment 0.614 0.267
Family Togetherness 0.622 0.375
Being With People 0.293 0.131
Meeting/Observing New People 0.180 0.355
Learning/Discovery 0.511 0.641
Relationships With Nature 0.096 0.113
Reflect On Personal Values 0.937 0.984
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.120 0.281
Physical Rest 0.085 0.089
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.097 0.054
Predictability 0.417 0.004*
Safety And Security 0.228 0.271
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.156 0.034
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.018* 0.012*
Avoiding People 0.004* 0.005*
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Ornithologists
Class
1 2 3 5 6 9
Predictability Value 3.742 4.96* 4.85 4.85 4.50 4.31
Seeking Unmodified Environments Value 2.13® 2.82 2.15® 2.32 3.45 772 2.61
Avoiding People Expectancy 3.719'® 2.83 3.19 3.09 2.32* 2.66
Value 2.096 3.36 1.96® 2.90 3.647/3 3.02
Note: Angler domains were not compared by setting class as the numbers in each class were too 
small to support analysis over the larger number of classes. Similarly ornithologists classes 4,7 
and 8 were not considered during analysis because of the low number of observations in each 
class.
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes (i.e., where superscripts are 
shown they indicate the class the mean score is significantly different to under a t-test)
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
The mean expectancy and value domain scores that varied significantly by preferred 
setting condition class (Table 3.13) show that both the expectancy and value domain 
scores are loaded in accord with particular preferences. Examples of this 
interaction when considered by preferred setting class are discussed below. Setting
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preference classes 4, 7 and 8 were omitted from analysis because of low 
memberships. The descriptions of each class are based on particularly high or low 
values or expectancies on REP domains and the preferred setting conditions 
extracted from Table 3.7.
Class 1 The people with class 1 setting preferences had a particularly high 
expectancy of ‘Avoiding People’ and valued highly the domains of 
‘Escape Personal/Social Pressures’, ‘Predictability’, ‘Seeking Unmodified 
Environments’ and ‘Avoiding People’. The characteristics of the 
preferred setting conditions of class 1 members, high importance on 
social condition and little importance on facility development, are 
reflected in the importance of the REP domains.
Class 2 Members of class 2 placed little importance on social condition, facility 
development and access and rated all REP domains, for both 
expectancies and values, lowly. The ‘Avoiding People’ domain had a 
particularly low expectancy as did the values of ‘Equipment’, ‘Escape 
Personal/Social Pressures’, ‘Predictability5, ‘Seeking Unmodified 
Environments’ and ‘Avoiding People’.
Class 3 The preferred setting conditions of class 3 members show a high
importance on what other people were doing and low importance on 
facility development. This is consistent with a high expectancy for the 
REP domain of ‘Avoiding People’, a low value for ‘Predictability’ and 
high values for, ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ and ‘Avoiding 
People’.
Class 5 Class 5 members generally preferred setting conditions where there is 
little regulation and placed high importances on scenic views and 
naturalness. The REP domain with a high expectancy was ‘Avoiding 
People’ while ‘Predictability5 was valued lowly.
Class 6 Class 6 members were characterised by low importances on regulation, 
social conditions, scenic views and naturalness. Accordingly they had a 
low expectancy for ‘Avoiding People’, with little value placed on ‘Seeking 
Unmodified Environments’ and ‘Avoiding People’.
Class 9 Overall class 9 members placed less importance on setting condition
than any other classes and were not distinguished by the REP domains as 
having any particularly high or low expectancies or values.
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To test the association between the preference for setting conditions and REP 
domains two discriminant function analyses were run. These analyses tested the 
ability to assign individuals to the same classes based on the REP domain 
expectancy and value scores as they were assigned to by the cluster analysis of the 
setting condition preference data. This analysis was only run for the ornithologists 
sample as there were insufficient observations in the angler sample to support 
discriminant function analysis. The angler and ornithologist samples were not 
pooled as in the cluster analysis because of the differences in the REP domain mean 
scores shown in Table 3.11.
The discriminant function analysis was used to calculate the a posteriori probabilities 
of the observations being assigned to the same classes as those derived by cluster 
analysis of the setting condition preference data, but instead based on the REP 
domain expectancy and value scores. The results of these analyses are shown in 
Table 3.14. Classes 4, 7 and 8 were again omitted from analysis because of the low 
number of observations originally assigned to them during the cluster analysis. The 
‘Prior Probability’, shown Table 3.14, is the probability of observations being 
randomly assigned to the same classes. Table 3.14 shows that there is a great deal 
of variation, according to setting class preference, in the ability of the REP 
expectancy and value domain scores to distinguish between the memberships of the 
classes based on setting preference. However, the results of this analysis should be 
viewed with caution given possible bias due to the small number of observations 
considered.
Table 3.14
A POSTERIORI PROBABILITIES OF THE REP DOMAIN SCORES IDENTIFYING 
DIFFERENT SETTING CLASS PREFERENCES
C lass
1 2 3 5 6 9 T ota l
REP E xpectancy D om ains 0.647 0 .600 0 .846 0.727 0.546 0.591 0.660
REP Value D om ains 0 .647 0 .500 0 .769 0.600 0.636 0.762 0.652
Prior Probability 0 .167 0 .167 0 .167 0.167 0.167 0.167 0.167
Associations between dependent variables and REP domain scores 
(Hypotheses)
The associations between the variables used to describe specialisation, commitment 
and experience use history were explored using a series of ANOVAs. The results of 
these analyses are reported in the following tables.
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Number of years participation
Table 3.15 shows that with the ornithologists sample both ‘Meeting/Observing New 
People’ and ‘Predictability5 decreased with increasing numbers of years 
participation.
In the angler sample there were decreases in the expectancy of ‘Meeting/Observing 
New People’, ‘Safety and Security5 and ‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’ and in the 
value of ‘Meeting/Observing New People’, and ‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’. 
Increases were found in the expectancy of ‘Escaping Personal/Social Pressures’ and 
in the value of ‘Avoiding People’.
It should be noted that in no instance was there a shared REP domain with a 
significant difference for both expectancy and value between the number of years of 
participation for both ornithologists and anglers.
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Table 3.15
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON NUMBER OF YEARS 
PARTICIPATION (class parameters from Tables 3.5 and 3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n=98 n=98 n=24 n=24
Achievement 0.931 0.496 0.126 0.173
Leadershi p/Autonomy 0.190 0.054 0.832 0.288
Equipment 0.758 0.253 0.397 0.496
Family Togetherness 0.123 0.003* 0.283 0.777
Being With People 0.611 0.299 0.465 0.705
Meeting/Observing New People 0.088 0.073 0.001* 0.002*
Learning/Discovery 0.987 0.347 0.923 0.515
Relationships With Nature 0.458 0.316 0.147 0.171
Reflect On Personal Values 0.550 0.553 0.770 0.666
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.640 0.155 0.136 0.207
Physical Rest 0.806 0.732 0.102 0.734
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.948 0.947 0.032* 0.339
Predictability 0.539 0.011* 0.398 0.346
Safety And Security 0.419 0.432 0.013* 0.078
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.293 0.733 0.038* 0.007*
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.099 0.822 0.053* 0.168
Avoiding People 0.048* 0.147 0.080 0.044*
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Ornithologists Anglers
Class
1 2 3 1 2
Family Togetherness ' Value 3.23^ 3.18*'3 3.67*
Meeting/Observing New People Expectancy 3.002 1.75*
Value 3.4C2 4.91*
Escape Personal/Social Pressures Expectancy 3T72 4.42*
Predictability Value 4.263 4.68 4.83*
Safety And Security Expectancy 3.032 1.97*
Seeking Convenient Open Space Expectancy 2.392 1.70*
Value 3.5S2 4.81*
Seeking Unmodified Environments Expectancy 3.112 3.88*
Avoiding People Value 3.4S2 2.13*
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
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Number of engagements per month
The ornithologist REP domain scores varied significantly for the value of 
‘Achievement’ and expectancy of ‘Reflect On Personal Values’ according to the 
number of times of participation per month. Both the value of ‘Achievement’ and 
expectancy of ‘Reflect On Personal Values’ initially fell then rose again as the 
number of engagements per month increased.
The anglers value of ‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’ rose with increased 
frequency of participation. The REP domains that could be used to distinguish 
between the frequency of participation of ornithologists and anglers again had no 
domains in common.
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Table 3 .16
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON NUMBER OF 
ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH (c la s s  param eters from T ab les 3 .5  and 3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n=98 n=98 n=24 n=24
Achievement 0.109 0.001* 0.930 0.812
Leadership/Autonomy 0.628 0.829 0.533 0.593
Equipment 0.624 0.271 0.309 0.874
Family Togetherness 0.576 0.108 0.332 0.832
Being With People 0.921 0.883 0.746 0.528
Meeting/Observing New People 0.566 0.565 0.469 0.902
Learning/Discovery 0.844 0.604 0.554 0.485
Relationships With Nature 0.296 0.808 0.587 0.635
Reflect On Personal Values 0.018* 0.320 0.482 0.903
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.561 0.824 0.974 0.302
Physical Rest 0.973 0.846 0.141 0.547
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.615 0.812 0.165 0.104
Predictability 0.670 0.733 0.053 0.194
Safety And Security 0.688 0.920 0.632 0.140
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.935 0.736 0.367 0.008*
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.678 0.384 0.070 0.316
Avoiding People 0.083 0.370 0.323 0.307
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Ornithologists Anglers
Achievement
Reflect On Personal Values 
Seeking Convenient Open Space
Class
1 2  3 1 2
Value 3.802 4.52 1’3 3.6S2
Expectancy 1.79 1.313 2.202
Value 4.512 2 .791
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Average length of engagement
The expectancies of ornithologists for ‘Achievement’, and ‘Safety And Security’ 
increased with longer participation time, as did the value of 
‘Leadership/Autonomy5. The angler sample showed increases in the expectancy of 
‘Relationships With Nature’ with increased participation time.
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Table 3 .17
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED AVERAGE LENGTH OF 
ENGAGEMENT (c la ss  param eters from T ables 3 .5  and 3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n=90 n=80 n=23 n=22
Achievement 0.030* 0.121 0.316 0.872
Leadership/Autonomy 0.069 0.024* 0.993 0.654
Equipment 0.974 0.866 0.309 0.190
Family Togetherness 0.810 0.919 0.431 0.458
Being With People 0.105 0.655 0.396 0.585
Meeting/Observing New People 0.122 0.192 0.214 0.949
Learning/Discovery 0.054 0.312 0.744 0.783
Relationships With Nature 0.446 0.965 0.038* 0.204
Reflect On Personal Values 0.646 0.622 0.914 0.429
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.179 0.113 0.065 0.287
Physical Rest Ö.143 0.390 0.078 0.490
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.778 0.800 0.844 0.382
Predictability 0.113 0.917 0.993 0.673
Safety And Security 0.048* 0.687 0.651 0.075
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.697 0.580 0.951 0.930
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.440 0.250 0.644 0.156
Avoiding People 0.516 0.712 0.627 0.427
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Ornithologists Anglers
Class
1 2  1 2
Achievement Expectancy 22.21 2.52
Leadership/Autonomy Value 4.38 3.43
Relationships With Nature Expectancy
1.752Safety And Security Expectancy 2.21
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Particular target sp ecies
No REP domains differed significantly for the ornithologists according to whether 
there was a particular target species or not. The expectancy for the REP domain of 
‘Safety And Security’ was significantly higher for anglers with particular target 
species.
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Table 3.18
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON PARTICULAR 
TARGET SPECIES (c la ss  param eters from T ab les 3 .5  and 3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n=98 n=98 n = 24 n = 24
Achievement 0.905 0.342 0.227 0.704
Leadership/Autonomy 0.373 0.265 0.442 0.443
Equipment 0.561 0.747 0.998 0.608
Family Togetherness 0.775 0.582 0.780 0.237
Being With People 0.354 0.655 0.540 0.935
Meeting/Observing New People 0.247 0.686 0.459 0.575
Learning/Discovery 0.940 0.477 0.612 0.941
Relationships With Nature 0.619 0.966 0.136 0.462
Reflect On Personal Values 0.953 0.898 0.828 0.523
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.397 0.359 0.172 0.435
Physical Rest 0.855 0.878 0.428 0.314
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.538 0.465 0.209 0.455
Predictability 0.231 0.599 0.930 0.742
Safety And Security 0.953 0.908 0.005* 0.077
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.843 0.897 0.142 0.767
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.256 0.618 0.160 0.212
Avoiding People 0.340 0.438 0.136 0.578
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Anglers
Class
1 2
Safety And Security Expectancy 2.9S2 1.741
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Cost of equipment
As the ornithologists cost of equipment increased the expectancies of the REP 
domains of ‘Leadership/Autonomy’ and ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ 
increased. The value of ‘Safety And Security’ decreased as the ornithologists cost of 
equipment increased. For the angler sample the value of ‘Leaming/Discovery’ 
decreased significantly as the cost of equipment increased.
158
Table 3.19
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON COST OF 
EQUIPMENT (class parameters from Tables 3.5 and 3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n= 98 n = 9 8 n= 2 4 n = 2 4
A chievem ent 0.347 0.456 0.464 0.536
Leadership/A utonom y 0.013* 0.211 0.664 0.979
Equipm ent 0.672 0.876 0.287 0.409
Family T ogetherness 0.231 0.285 0.282 0.549
Being With People 0.448 0.911 0.516 0.422
M eeting/O bserving New People 0.711 0.826 0.120 0.143
Learning/D iscovery 0.056 0.157 0.059 0.001*
R elationships With Nature 0.840 0.884 0.316 0.263
Reflect On Personal Values 0.206 0.758 0.619 0.385
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.861 0.763 0.839 0.927
Physical Rest 0.760 0.961 0.424 0.125
E scape  Personal/Social P ressu res 0.133 0.332 0.349 0.693
Predictability 0.917 0.151 0.294 0.337
Safety And Security 0.340 0.017* 0.253 0.141
Seeking C onvenient O pen S pace 0.788 0.261 0.345 0.209
Seeking Unmodified Environm ents 0.020* 0.234 0.342 0.267
Avoiding People 0.114 0.584 0.414 0.710
Mean Scores of Domains th a t Varied Significantly
Ornithologists Anglers
Class
1 2 3 1 2
Leadership/A utonom y Expectancy 1.472' 3 2.27 7 2.38 7
Learning/D iscovery Value 1.752 2 .757
Safety And Security Value 3.37^ 4.297 4.44
Seeking Unmodified Environm ents Expectancy 2.752;3 3.39 7 3.437
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Monthly expenditure
The ornithologists expectancy for ‘Leadership/Autonomy’ and values for 
‘Leadership/Autonomy5 and ‘Avoiding People5 all increased with increased monthly 
expenditures.
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Table 3.20
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON MONTHLY 
EXPENDITURE (c lass param eters from  T ab les 3.5 an d  3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n=98 n=98 n=24 n = 24
Achievement 0.301 0.127 0.723 0.468
Leadership/Autonomy 0.002* 0.001* 0.581 0.537
Equipment 0.116 0.115 0.456 0.496
Family Togetherness 0.807 0.996 1.000 0.352
Being With People 0.114 0.174 0.518 0.544
Meeting/Observing New People 0.574 0.798 0.850 1.000
Learning/Discovery 0.198 0.553 0.818 0.638
Relationships With Nature 0.471 0.565 0.853 0.779
Reflect On Personal Values 0.209 0.231 0.712 0.782
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.476 0.289 0.752 0.654
Physical Rest 0.380 0.179 0.646 0.585
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.423 0.948 0.619 0.303
Predictability 0.086 0.181 0.604 0.465
Safety And Security 0.214 0.678 0.449 0.946
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.332 0.378 0.607 0.660
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.113 0.125 0.499 0.903
Avoiding People 0.171 0.050* 0.484 0.637
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly .
Ornithologists
Class
1 2
Leadership/Autonomy Expectancy 1.932 2.80
Value 4.5S2 3.28
Value 2.912 2.32
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Number of books owned
The ornithologists value for ‘Leadership/Autonomy’ rose over time while values for 
‘Meeting/Observing New People’ and ‘Relationships With Nature’ fell. As the 
number of books owned by anglers increased there was a significant decrease in the 
expectancy of ‘Being With People’ and in the value of and ‘Meeting/Observing New 
People’.
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Table 3.21
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON NUMBER OF BOOKS 
OWNED (class parameters from Tables 3.5 and 3.6)
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n=98 n=98 n =24 n=24
Achievement 0.124 0.594 0.885 0.577
Leadersh i p/Autonomy 0.087 0.035* 0.191 0.574
Equipment 0.532 0.513 0.255 0.115
Family Togetherness 0.400 0.105 0.655 0.856
Being With People 0.733 0.777 0.013* 0.059
Meeting/Observing New People 0.091 0.004* 0.260 0.006*
Learning/Discovery 0.069 0.579 0.315 0.180
Relationships With Nature 0.528 0.028* 0.474 0.969
Reflect On Personal Values 0.873 0.978 0.955 0.533
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.396 0.285 0.161 0.674
Physical Rest 0.691 0.843 0.906 0.253
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.417 0.606 0.591 0.471
Predictability 0.167 0.174 0.320 0.710
Safety And Security 0.376 0.178 0.393 0.187
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.598 0.737 0.497 0.238
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.351 0.087 0.268 0.420
Avoiding People 0.176 0.106 0.350 0.341
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Ornithologists Anglers
Class
1 2 3 1 2
Leadership/Autonomy Value 4.633 4.07 3.807
Being With People Expectancy
3.S52'3 4.41 7
3.642 2.70 7
Meeting/Observing New People • Value. 4.307 3.582 4.90 7
Relationships With Nature Value 1.792 2.27 7 1.93
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Magazine subscriptions
In all cases where there were significant differences, for both the expectancies and 
values of ornithologists, there were decreased expectancies and values on all 
domains where magazines were not subscribed to. Domain scores did not differ 
significantly according to whether anglers subscribed to magazines or not.
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Table 3.22
PROBABILITY OF SIGNIFICANTLY VARYING DOMAIN SCORES BASED ON MAGAZINE 
SUBSCRIPTIONS
Domain Ornithologists Anglers
Expect. Value Expect. Value
n = 9 8 n = 98 n = 2 4 n = 2 4
Achievement 0 .028* 0 .0 08 * 0 .947 0.521
Leadership/Autonom y 0.016* 0 .0 33 * 0 .896 0 .390
Equipm ent 0.690 0.533 0.389 0 .944
Fam ily Togetherness 0 .038* 0 .154 0.641 0 .832
Being With People 0.304 0 .293 0.855 0 .746
M eeting/Observing New People 0.789 0.231 0 .420 0 .775
Learn ing/Discovery 0 .009* 0 .0 1 1 * 0.668 0 .153
Relationships With Nature 0.302 0 .097 0 .319 0.186
Reflect On Personal Values 0.318 0 .279 0 .828 0 .910
Exercise/Physical Fitness 0.785 0 .600 0.304 0.548
Physical Rest 0.423 0.453 0.481 0 .140
Escape Personal/Social Pressures 0.171 0.428 0.785 0 .339
Predictability 0 .016* 0 .795 0.450 0.444
Safety And Security 0.987 0 .883 0.511 0 .982
Seeking Convenient Open Space 0.193 0 .0 40 * 0 .372 0.807
Seeking Unmodified Environments 0.086 0 .0 0 3 * 0 .360 0.681
Avoiding People 0 .010* 0 .0 04 * 0 .783 0.821
Mean Scores of Domains that Varied Significantly
Ornithologists
Class
1 2
Achievement Expectancy 2.39^ 2 .14*
Value 3.67^ 4 .0 5*
Leadership/Autonom y Expectancy 2.462 1.91*
Value 3.83^ 4 .1 5*
Fam ily Togetherness Expectancy 1.722 1.43*
Learning/Discovery Expectancy 4.022 3 .5 3*
Value 2.012 2.52
Predictability Expectancy 2 .182 1 .80*
Seeking Convenient Open Space Value 3.212 3 .6 6*
Seeking Unmodified Environments Value 2.1 T2 2 .8 1*
2 .81*Avoiding People Expectancy 3.S32
Value 2.302 3 .0 9*
Note: Superscript annotations specify significantly different classes. 
*  Significantly different at Pr<0.05
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3.7 Discussion
As was done in Part 2, this section is a sequential testing of hypotheses with detailed 
explanation of why the hypotheses were rejected or accepted. The concluding 
section of this part of the thesis outlines the implications of the results for recreation 
research and planning.
(HI) There will be greater setting association fo r REP items which refer specifically to 
the attributes o f the setting in which the activity is undertaken.
A discriminant function analysis was used to test the ability of the REP domain 
scores for ornithologists to differentiate between individuals with different setting 
preferences. The setting preferences were classified by cluster analysis of the 
importance scores for a series of setting attributes. Both the REP expectancy and 
value scores were able to discriminate between classes according to setting 
preference class.
In interpreting the results it should be remembered that the R-squared value, the 
ability of the nine class solution derived from cluster analysis to describe the 
variation in setting preference, was only 0.533. This means that the classes were not 
well defined and therefore it would be expected that under discriminant function 
analysis some difficulty would be experienced in using REP scores to distinguish 
between observations in different setting classes, as did the cluster analysis of the 
setting preference data.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) comparison of means was run for both the 
expectancy and value scores for each of the REP domains. The domains which 
differed significantly between setting class preference would be those which 
contribute most to the ability of the REP domain scores to distinguish between the 
setting class preferences. The domain ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ varied 
significantly for both expectancy and value domain scores, whereas the alternate 
‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’ did not vary significantly for either expectancy or 
value. However, the domains which referred to social conditions, ‘Avoiding People’, 
‘Being With People’ and ‘Meeting/Observing New People’, did vary significantly for 
either one or both of expectancy and value.
The only domains that could not be linked to either the social, bio-physical or 
managerial setting attributes that varied significantly were for the expectancy of 
‘Achievement’ and values of ‘Predictability’ and ‘Equipment’. For the six instances 
where the REP domains varied significantly across setting classes, the domains were 
linked to setting condition with only three being independent of setting condition.
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Therefore, the hypothesis that the REP domains with the greatest ability to 
distinguish between setting preferences are those that are logically linked to setting 
attributes can be accepted.
(H2) The types o f  experiences desired or expected will vary according to differing levels 
o f specialisation, commitment and experience use history.
The initial analysis undertaken was to establish whether there are associations 
between the means of groups of variables which describe specialisation, 
commitment and experience use history. There was little association between 
variable (e.g., cost of equipment), including those within the groups of variables 
which referred to specialisation, commitment and experience use history. This lack 
of association was unexpected. The likely explanation for this is that there were 
differing abilities of each of the variables to describe each of these elements.
A series of ANOVA comparison of means were used to seek the significance of 
difference in the REP domain expectancy and value scores according to the 
variables used to characterise specialisation, commitment and experience use 
history. Before discussing this in detail it is worth noting that only in rare instances 
were the significantly differing domains the same for the ornithologist and angler 
samples. This meant that the REP domains, the elements of the recreation 
experience for the two activities, which varied according to either specialisation, 
commitment or experience use history were different for different activities.
The implications of the results discussed so far are that the lack of association 
between the variables used to describe specialisation, commitment and experience 
use history means that using any of the variables alone would not be representative 
of any of these fuller elements. Also, there appears to be variation in the 
associations between specialisation, commitment and experience use history 
according to the activity of the respondent.
Of the variables used to describe specialisation, commitment and experience use 
history, those best able to distinguish between the experiences desired or expected, 
were the number of years of participation, number of books owned, whether or not 
magazines were subscribed to and the setting class preference. This was determined 
on the basis of the significantly differing class mean scores for expectancy and value.
The association between the classes of specialisation, commitment and experience 
use history and the number of times the REP scores, either for expectancy or value, 
differed significantly are shown in Table 3.23. In reading this table it should be 
remembered that there were up to 34 possibilities of significant differences, that is,
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17 domains by both expectancy and value scores. It should also be noted that setting 
preference is considered independently as there were only sufficient observations in 
the ornithologist sample to support .analysis over the larger number of classes. 
Therefore only one variable was used to describe specialisation for both samples, 
four to describe commitment and three for experience use history.
Different REP domains varied according to the classes of each of the different 
variables to describe specialisation, commitment and experience use history. The 
hypothesis that experiences will vary according to these classes can be accepted on 
the basis that there were many instances where the REP domains varied 
significantly across classes.
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3.8 Conclusions
The results of Part 3 make two important contributions to an understanding of the 
nature of the association between activities, settings and experiences. Following 
directly from Part 2 it was shown in Part 3 that it is possible to improve upon the 
existing REP item pools of Driver (1977; 1983) with the addition of items more 
specifically related to setting attributes. This increases the understanding of the 
setting and experience association and adds greatly to the potential for manipulating 
settings in order to provide specific types of experiences.
Understanding of the within and between activity variations as they impact on the 
recreation experience has been considerably clarified by the research results of Part 
3. The sources of variation within activities considered were specialisation, 
including setting preference, commitment and experience use history where the 
activities considered were angling and bird watching.
The results of Part 3 showed that different levels of specialisation, commitment and 
experience use history within an activity have an impact on the nature of the 
experiences desired or expected. This will be in addition to the variation in the 
activity, setting and experience association due to respondent group composition, 
group size and life cycle stage shown in Part 2.
The difficulty that these results pose for research is that even if it is possible to 
isolate a particular activity in research designed to consider the setting and 
experience association, there will be variation within the activity due to the 
recreationists level of specialisation, commitment and experience use history. With 
the additional variation of respondent group composition, group size and life cycle 
stage, it would be difficult to collect a sample large enough to take account of all of 
the possible sources of variation due to each of these factors.
The implications are that researchers must recognise that the significance levels 
found in the activity, setting and experience association, or any two-way association 
within this, will be diminisheid by the presence of a series of additional variables.
Part 3 results relevant to a planning exercise
The results of Part 3 provide a useful guide to the special requirements of users 
involved in activities which may have different levels of specialisation, commitment 
or experience use history. Direct analysis of the variation in REP experience 
domains by setting class preference is also discussed in Part 3. Only the
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ornithologist data were considered for setting class preference as the angler sample 
was too small to support statistical analysis. Further analysis for both activities 
drew upon the association between variables used to describe specialisation, 
commitment, and experience use history, that is, the focus of the study was on the 
association of these aspects of the activity and desired experiences.
Setting class preference (Table 3.13)
Table 3.13 shows that the REP domain scores which varied between setting class 
preferences were ‘Achievement’ (for the expectancy of the domain only), 
‘Equipment’ (for the value of the domain only), ‘Being With People’ (expectancy 
only), ‘Meeting/Observing New People’ (expectancy only), ‘Predictability’ (value 
only), ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ (expectancy only) and ‘Avoiding People’ 
(value only). From the mean scores shown in Table 3.13 it is possible to deduce 
that the ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ domain is pivotal to the other 
domains which refer to achievement and contact with others. As the expectancy and 
value of unmodified environments increase, the importance of contact with other 
people decreases. While it is difficult to manipulate settings to provide for 
achievement it is possible to manipulate the numbers of people present, and hence 
the number of social contacts. Variation in the desirability of these conditions 
infers that planners and managers should contrive a variety of social conditions 
through differing levels of access and facility provision at sites which people may 
visit to undertake specialist activities. Though this was studied for only one activity 
type, bird watching, it is possibly a phenomenon that is true for other activity types.
There were only limited correlations between and within the variables used to 
describe specialisation, commitment and experience use history (Table 3.12), both 
within and between these elements. Because of this, the implications of findings for 
each variable are discussed for both bird watching and angling.
Years of participation (Table 3.15)
For the ornithologists, an increase in the number of years of participation saw 
increases in the expectancy of the domains of ‘Leadership/Autonomy’ and ‘Family 
Togetherness’ and decreases in the values of ‘Meeting/Observing People’ and 
‘Predictability’. For the angler sample there were increases in the expectancies of 
‘Relationships With Nature’, ‘Escape Personal/Social Pressures’ and ‘Seeking 
Unmodified Environments’ and decreases in the expectancies of 
‘Meeting/Observing New People’, ‘Safety And Security’ and ‘Seeking Convenient 
Open Space’. Increasing years of participation also saw decreases in the values that
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ornithologists placed on ‘Meeting/Observing New People’ and ‘Predictability5. 
Similar decreases were evident for the angler’s expectancies of ‘Meeting/Observing 
New People’, ‘Safety And Security5 and ‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’, and 
values of ‘Meeting/Observing New People’ and ‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’.
The general implications of these results are that as people have a longer history of 
involvement in the activity they will be more inclined to lead groups or to be 
autonomous, desire greater challenge and unknown situations, develop a stronger 
sense of relationship with their surrounds, trade-off convenience for more desirable 
settings and seek more natural environments with fewer people.
The implications for planners and managers are that particular site attributes can be 
manipulated so that the desired variety of settings is available. For example, the 
t  type of access could be used to restrict visitor numbers. As was shown by the trade­
off between convenience and the unmodified environments desired by the more 
experienced users, sites which are difficult to access would become less attractive to 
inexperienced users who may intrude on the experiences of those seeking 
unmodified settings. Providing such a variety of sites would tend to separate users 
seeking different experiences and settings and better satisfy the demands of the 
variety of users plus lessen conflict between users at the one setting if they are 
seeking different experiences and setting attributes.
Number of engagements each month (Table 3.16)
There were no trends observed for the ornithologists in relation to this variable.
For the angler sample as the number of engagements per month increased there was 
an increase in the expectancy of ‘Predictability5, a decrease in the expectancy of 
‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ and an increase in the value of ‘Seeking 
Convenient Open Space’.
These results indicate that increased familiarity is a result of more frequent 
engagements and that limited resources mean that more frequent engagements are 
traded-off against the need to seek more convenient locations, rather than the more 
preferred settings.
Average length of engagement (Table 3.17)
In all instances where there were significant differences in REP domain scores with 
a greater number of hours of participation, these were mirrored by increases in 
both expectancy and value. Expectancy increases for ornithologists were for
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‘Achievement’, ‘Leadership/Autonomy’, ‘Leaming/Discoveiy and ‘Safety And 
Security, and for angler’s ‘Relationship With Nature’, ‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’ 
and ‘Physical Rest’. The only increasing value score for the ornithologists was 
‘Leadership /  Autonomy’.
An increase in length of each engagement appears to be associated with increased 
importance of the REP domains. From the results it can be deduced that increased 
length of participation allows for greater time to achieve goals, get fit, rest, learn 
and discover, develop relationships with surrounds and either gain a sense of 
autonomy or take a leadership role. Feelings of increased safety and security are 
probably related to a growing familiarity.
Particular target species (Table 3.18)
Significant differences between REP domain scores, according to whether or not a 
particular target species was sought, only occurred in the angler sample. Anglers 
seeking a particular target species had lower expectancies for the REP domains of 
‘Exercise/Physical Fitness’, ‘Safety And Security’, ‘Seeking Unmodified 
Environments’ and ‘Avoiding People’.
These results suggest that a concentration on a particular species is the main 
interest, while personal fitness and safety, and the conditions of surrounds are less 
important than the pursuit of that species.
Cost of equipment (Table 3.19)
The significant changes in REP domain scores with increased cost of equipment saw 
increases in the expectancies for ornithologists of ‘Leadership/Autonomy’, 
‘Learning/Discovery’ and ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’. As the cost of 
equipment rose for anglers both the expectancy and value of ‘Leaming/Discovery’ 
decreased.
That the indicator variable, cost of equipment, was associated with the REP 
domains in different ways between samples suggests that this form of commitment 
holds different meanings for the different activities. The most plausible explanation 
is that angling has a much greater cost of (and often reliance on) equipment and the 
equipment becomes the focus of the activity, whereas the modest equipment 
requirements for bird watching merely enhances the focus on the activity itself.
170
Monthly expenditure (Table 3.20)
The expenditure variable was, as expected, closely associated with the cost of 
equipment. The REP domain scores did not vary significantly in any instance for 
anglers but did for both the expectancy and value of ‘Leadership/Autonomy* and for 
values of ‘Being With People’ and ‘Avoiding People’ in the ornithologist sample.
It appears that for ornithologists the increased monthly expenditure would 
foreshadow an increased focus on the activity, rather than on the social conditions 
associated with the activity.
Number of books owned (Table 3.21)
Though in a number of instances the REP domain scores varied significantly, any 
trends were not observable over the limited number of classes considered. However, 
it was possible to note that with increases in the number of books owned, there were 
in general, increases in the REP domains for ornithologists and decreases for 
anglers. Increases in the number of books owned by ornithologists saw increases in 
expectancies for ‘Achievement’, ‘Leadership/Autonomy’, ‘Leaming/Discovery* and 
‘Predictability’, and for the values of ‘Leadership/Autonomy’, ‘Meeting/Observing 
New People’, ‘Relationships With Nature’, ‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’ and 
‘Avoiding People’. For the anglers an increased number of books was associated 
with decreases in the expectancy and value of ‘Being With People’ and the value of 
‘Meeting/Observing New People’.
Given that different REP domains correspond with different numbers of books 
owned, it can be assumed that there are different motives driving these purchases. 
For the ornithologists it appears that learning, and from this an ability to lead, are 
the motives while for anglers the purchases appear to correspond with a lessening 
importance of contact with other people.
Magazine subscriptions (Table 3.22)
No significant differences were found concerning whether or not magazines were 
purchased by anglers, although there were several instances for ornithologists. This 
again infers that the motives for the action are different for each activity. For the 
ornithologists significant differences were found for both the expectancy and value 
of the REP domains o f ‘Achievement’, ‘Leadership/Autonomy’ ‘Leaming/Discovery’ 
and ‘Avoiding People’, for the expectancies only of ‘Family Togetherness’ and 
‘Predictability’ and for the values only of ‘Seeking Convenient Open Space’ and 
‘Seeking Unmodified Environments’.
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The most plausible explanation of these results is that the purchase of magazines by 
ornithologists corresponds with a higher motive state that is reflected through 
increased importances placed on the REP domains.
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Part 4
CONCLUSIONS
Part 4 Conclusions
The offsite demand analysis of Richards (1988) provided an understanding of the 
unrealised demand for outdoor recreation opportunities. An important contribution 
of this work was to regard demand in terms of the experiences desired or expected, 
rather than the traditional methods of considering demand for activity 
opportunities. A critical limitation to that research was an inability to link 
information on desired or expected experiences to the demand for recreation 
settings or the specific attributes of those settings.
The setting classification prepared by Richards (1988) provided a baseline inventory 
of setting opportunities around which the research of this thesis could be developed. 
An important contribution was the manner in which the setting classification was 
prepared. Rather than using the zoning process suggested by the ROS planning 
system, the system developed by Richards considered individual settings. This 
meant that the settings could be classed according to the attributes of the setting 
that could be linked to the experiences of visitors to those settings.
The work of Part 2 of this thesis made a contribution by revealing more about the 
nature of the associations between activities, settings and experiences and the 
influences of other variables such as group composition, group size and life cycle 
stage on those associations. In particular, the ability of the research to link 
individual setting attributes, through relative values, to specific types of experiences 
has contributed, in a manner not attempted before, to an understanding of how to 
modify individual setting attributes to provide for certain experiences. This was 
enhanced by considering the hypothetical ideal settings, again in a manner not 
previously attempted, which allowed for manipulation of individual setting 
attributes so that mixes of attributes could be derived in order to provide desired or 
expected experiences.
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Critical information collected was on the nature of the experiences desired or 
expected, the relative values of individual setting attributes and the activities 
associated with different experiences and setting attributes. That significant levels 
of association were not consistently found between any two of these factors was 
recognised to be, at least in part, due to the interrelated nature of the three aspects. 
Investigation of a series of other variables, group composition, group size and life 
cycle stage indicated that each of these variables was likely to limit the significance 
of association found between activity, setting and experience. Further, the method 
used to consider the hypothetical ideal setting allowed users to consider the 
modification of individual setting attributes to a more preferred condition, 
independent of the other setting attributes.
Though activity is often the focus of recreation studies, little is known about 
variation in experiences within activities. Similarly, only a limited theoretical base 
has been developed around specialisation, commitment and experience use history. 
Little attempt had previously been made to measure these, and even fewer attempts 
to link them to preferences for different setting attributes or experiences. The 
research completed in Part 3 has provided useful information about both the 
measures of these aspects of activity and their consideration within a recreation 
planning system.
The recognition that there is a series of two-way associations between activity, 
setting and experience means that it is as necessary to understand the intricacies of 
activity as it is for setting and experience. This was achieved by looking at the effect 
that different levels of specialisation, commitment and experience use history had 
on the experiences desired or expected from participation in two activities.
In Part 3 attempts were made to develop and test variables that would describe 
levels of specialisation, commitment and experience use history in terms of their 
association with different settings and experiences. The results of Part 3 show that
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the variables could detect that the experiences desired or expected varied with 
different levels of the attributes of specialisation, commitment and experience use 
history.
With two different activities considered, it was shown that the nature of the 
association between each variable and desired or expected experiences differed 
between activities. It was also shown that although the variables were grouped into 
three aspects, specialisation, commitment and experience use history, the variables 
used to measure each aspect had different associations with the REP items, whether 
they referred to the same or different aspects.
The amalgamation of this information provides a solid basis for decision making on 
the provision of opportunities and the conditions that should be provided at 
different types of settings to provide for different experiences. Overall, this 
approach allows for the provision of outdoor recreation opportunities on the basis 
of the experiences desired or expected, as the product of participation, rather than 
by the inputs of the activities undertaken.
A dominant contribution discussed so far of the work has been to reveal the merits 
of a redirection of planning principles from the zone based ROS planning system to 
a setting based planning system, particularly when urban areas are to be considered. 
This allows for individual site planning in an allocation system, an omission from the 
ROS planning system that has often been pointed out. However, a zone based 
overlay still exists in that the appropriate Setting Types are specified for the 
objectives of broader planning areas.
Several of the individual research methods used during the thesis are worthy of 
further discussion. The initial use of the REP items in Part 2 drew upon the 
existing pool of items developed by Driver (1977). The importance of each item was 
measured on a modified six-point Likert scale. In Part 3 the pool of items was 
extended to include a series of items that proved to be closely associated with
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particular setting attributes. This indicates that there is still unrealised potential 
to develop new REP items that can be more closely linked to setting condition.
The measurement technique for assessing the importance of items was also 
modified. Rather than measuring importance only as was done in Part 2, both the 
expectancy and value were measured in Part 3. The differences observed between 
expectancy and value indicated that this approach will yield an understanding of 
what is expected and what is valued that is not available if importances alone are 
measured.
The difficulties experienced in other studies which have attempted to measure 
satisfaction and to use this information in planning processes led to the use of 
relative values of individual setting attributes. This approach was particularly 
successful in identifying the setting attributes which are important to people desiring 
or expecting different experiences and participating in different activities. This 
information will also prove useful in the promotion of settings, given that it would 
be possible to identify the attributes of those settings that will be important to 
people desiring or expecting different experiences.
The ideal mix of setting attribute conditions sought by users was identified by 
developing an understanding of user preference for setting condition. This was 
done by going beyond satisfaction with the current condition and allowing users to 
suggest modifications to the condition of individual setting attributes in order to 
derive a preferred setting. This was the first known attempt to use this technique 
and has indicated that it is worthy of further refinement and testing.
The work done in Part 2 of the thesis addressed some of the deficiencies in existing 
knowledge. The first of these problems addressed was to attempt to describe the 
associations between activities, settings and experiences. Results indicated that 
there are associations between activity, setting and experience that may be affected
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by weaker associations with other variables such as group composition, group size 
and life cycle stage.
Another contribution of this work was to show that efforts to identify significant 
associations between any of the three principal variables need to consider that there 
is a range of other variables that may affect the significance of the associations 
sought. This raises concerns over much of the existing body of literature which 
suggests that only a tenuous association between setting and experience exists 
because of the lack of empirical significance found to support such associations. 
Much of this literature has failed to consider the extraneous variables of group 
composition, group size and life cycle stage. Also, in the instances where activity has 
been considered, no regard has been given to the effects of specialisation, 
commitment or experience use history within the activity. The results of Part 3 
showed that desired or expected experiences not only vary between activities but 
also with differing levels of specialisation, commitment and experience use history 
within an activity.
The criticism, albeit tenuous, of the inability of the ROS planning system to consider 
setting specific planning has been addressed by linking the experiences desired or 
expected from outdoor recreation visits to specific setting attributes and preferred 
mixes of those attributes. The development of additional REP items associated with 
specific setting characteristics has also shown that there is potential for the 
development of more such items. The development of more items should add to an 
understanding of the association between recreation settings and experiences.
Though only tested for two activities, angling and bird watching, it was shown that 
different levels of specialisation, commitment and experience use history are linked 
to variations in the setting and experience association within an activity. That 
variations were observed suggests that further investigations into other activities 
may lead to a greater understanding of the setting and experience association.
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APPENDIX 1
PART 2 - SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES
Table A1.1
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE EXPERIENCE ITEMS
1
1 1.00 2
2 0.46 1.00 3
3 0.02 0.56 1.00 4
4 0.61 0.42 0.05 1.00 5
5 0.65 0 .4 7 - 0.05 0.72 1.00 6
6 0.66 0 .4 8 -0.10  0.67 0.89 1.00 7
7 -0 .0 3 -0.07 0 .2 0 -0.11 -0.31 - 0.39 1.00 8
8 0.00 0.05 0.30 0.01 - 0 . 16 - 0.25 0.63 1.00 9
9 -0 .0 3 -0.02 0.32 0 .0 5 - 0 . 13 - 0.21 0.43 0.71 1.00 10 
10 -0 .0 9 - 0.04 0.35 0 .0 2 -0 . 19 - 0.23 0.43 0.60 0.79 1.00 11
11 0.30 0.23 0.08 0.57 0.43 0.39 0.00 0.08 0.09 0.06 1.00 12
12 -  0.03 0.13 0.30 0.26 0 .0 3 -0.07 0.16 0.20 0.20 0.22 0.37 1.00 13
13 -  0.11 0.05 0.30 0.21 - 0 .0 4 -0.13 0.21 0.22 0.25 0.28 0.47 0.69 1.00 14
14 -  0.07 0.18 0.29 0.21 0 .0 3 -0.04 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.20 0.29 0.77 0.63 1.00 15
15 0.38 0 .3 5 -0.07  0.35 0.52 0 .5 9 -0 .4 3 -0 .27 -0.21 - 0.21 0 .2 0 -0 . 16 - 0 .2 0 - 0.12 1.00 16
16 0.48 0 .4 6 - 0.08 0.45 0.63 0.71 -0.41 -0 .23 -0 .2 4 -0.24 0 .2 2 -0 . 18 - 0 .2 2 - 0.12 0.83 1.00 17
17 0.41 0 .3 7 -0.13 0.40 0.57 0 .6 4 - 0.41 -0 .21 -0 .2 3 -0.24 0 .2 0 -0 . 17 - 0 .2 0 -0.14 0.89 0.85 1.00 18
18 -0 .3 0 - 0.06 0 .2 8 -0.31 -0.41 -0.47 0.26 0.22 0.19 0 .2 3 -0.13 0.15 0.25 0 . 12 - 0 .05 - 0 . 19 -0.08 1.00
19 0.28 0 .2 5 -0.11 0.21 0.45 0 .5 2 - 0 .5 3 -0 .36 - 0 .3 0 - 0.27 0 . 17 - 0.0 7 - 0 . 16 -0.07  0.61 0.56 0.6 0 - 0.07
20 0.41 0 .3 3 -0.07 0.35 0.55 0.61 -0 .4 4 -0 .27 -0 .2 4 - 0.24 0 .2 5 -0 .0 2 -0 . 12 -0.03 0.48 0.52 0 .5 3 -0.17
21 0.54 0 .3 7 -0.11 0.43 0.62 0 .6 9 -0 .3 5 -0 .2 3 -0 .2 3 - 0.22 0 .2 4 -0 .0 7 -0 . 14 -0.05 0.51 0.60 0 .5 7 - 0.25
22 0.42 0 .3 5 -0.05 0.31 0.55 0.61 -0 .4 5 - 0 .24 - 0 .2 5 - 0.23 0 . 18 -0 .0 8 -0 . 15 -0.04  0.49 0.54 0 .5 4 -0.21
23 0.50 0 .3 3 -0.11 0.47 0.62 0 .6 7 -0 .2 4 -0 . 16 -0 . 17 - 0.15 0.23 0.01 -0.10 0.02 0.41 0.53 0.4 6 - 0.32
24 0.51 0 .3 7 -0.10 0.48 0.65 0 .7 2 -0 .2 7 - 0 . 17 -0 . 19 -0.17 0.26 0.0 0 -0 . 10 -0.02  0.43 0.56 0.51 -0.36
25 0.54 0 .3 5 -0.12 0.54 0.65 0.71 -0 .2 2 -0 . 14 -0 . 14 -0.14 0.29 0.01 -0 .0 8 - 0.04 0.44 0.56 0 .5 0 -0.36
2 6 -0.21 - 0.22 0 . 19 -0 . 12 - 0 .3 3 - 0.39 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.40 0.02 0.32 0.37 0 .2 0 - 0 .36 -0 .4 4 -0.39 0.40
27 0.48 0.31 - 0.03 0.51 0.65 0 .6 7 -0 . 17 -0 .04 -0 .0 6 -0.02 0.29 0.01 -0 .0 3 - 0.04 0.41 0.49 0 .4 8 -0.24
28 0.45 0.29 0.02 0.43 0.51 0 .5 6 -0.09 -0.01 0.01 0.04 0 .2 3 -0 .0 2 -0 .0 7 -0.01 0.40 0.45 0.4 4 -0.19
29 0.66 0 .3 9 -0.12 0.59 0.71 0 .7 6 -0 . 16 -0 . 10 -0.11 -0.11 0 .2 9 -0 .0 8 - 0 . 18 - 0.08 0.53 0.62 0 .5 8 -0.35
30 0.69 0 .3 9 - 0.20 0.58 0.75 0.81 -0 .2 0 -0 . 16 -0 . 17 -0.19 0 .3 0 -0. 13 -0 .2 4 - 0.12 0.57 0.67 0.6 3 -0.43
31 0.44 0 . 17 -0.15  0.27 0.38 0 .4 4 -0.01 -0 .04 -0 .0 8 -0.10 0 . 18 -0 . 10 -0 . 16 -0.14  0.30 0.33 0 .3 4 - 0.13
32 0.55 0 .2 4 -0.18 0.41 0.54 0 .5 9 -0 .0 6 -0 .06 -0.11 -0.11 0 . 18 -0.11 - 0 .2 0 - 0.13 0.39 0.47 0.4 7 -0.27
33 0.63 0 .3 2 - 0.23 0.48 0.66 0 .7 3 -0 . 18 -0 . 15 -0 . 18 -0.21 0 .2 2 -0 . 17 -0 .2 4 -0.16 0.54 0.64 0.6 0 -0.35
34 0.60 0 .2 8 - 0.21 0.46 0.62 0 .6 9 -0 . 18 - 0 . 19 -0 . 18 -0.22 0 .2 3 -0 . 19 - 0 .2 5 - 0.19 0.50 0.57 0.5 4 - 0.29
35 0.65 0 .3 6 - 0.16 0.51 0.68 0 .7 4 -0 . 16 -0.11 -0 . 13 -0.17 0 .2 3 -0 . 17 - 0 .2 6 - 0.16 0.52 0.61 0 .5 6 - 0.38
36 0.54 0 .2 8 -0.07  0.59 0.59 0 .6 6 - 0 . 13 - 0 .05 - 0 .0 3 -0.02 0.46 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.38 0.49 0.4 2 - 0.28
37 0.34 0.11 0.03 0.40 0.28 0.31 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.23 0.38 0.11 0.14 0.09 0.16 0.19 0. 17 -0.01
38 0.56 0.3 2 -0.03 0.60 0.62 0 .6 6 - 0 . 16 -0 .05 -0.01 -0.02 0.44 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.41 0.48 0.4 3 -0.22
39 0.06 0.04 0 . 15 -0 .0 8 - 0 .0 9 -0.10 0.15 0.22 0.18 0 . 15 - 0.03 0.03 0.01 - 0 .0 5 -0 .04 -0.06 0.00 0.28
40 0.60 0 .3 5 - 0.14 0.50 0.66 0 .7 2 -0 . 15 -0 .07 -0 . 12 -0.15 0 .2 9 -0.11 - 0 . 18 -0.14  0.48 0.55 0.5 5 -0.36
41 0.60 0 .3 6 - 0.18 0.52 0.68 0 .7 3 -0 . 13 -0 .09 - 0 . 12 -0.22 0.2 9 -0 . 12 - 0.21 -0.13 0.47 0.57 0 .5 5 -0.38
42 0.56 0 .3 7 -0.09  0.47 0.62 0 .6 6 - 0 . 18 -0 .07 -0 .0 9 -0.12 0 .2 9 -0 .0 6 -0 .0 7 -0.03  0.45 0.54 0 .53 - 0.27
43 0.67 0 .3 9 - 0.17 0.60 0.73 0 .7 8 - 0 .0 8 -0 .09 - 0 . 14 - 0.22 0.31 -0 . 19 -0 .2 2 -0.17 0.48 0.61 0.5 4 -0.51
44 0.61 0 .3 2 - 0.20 0.53 0.66 0.71 -0 .0 8 -0 .06 -0.11 -0.17 0 .2 7 -0 .2 2 -0 .2 4 -0.21 0.42 0.53 0.4 9 -0.43
4 5 -  0 . 16 - 0.20 0 . 18 -0 . 18 -0 .3 5 -0.42 0.57 0.46 0.45 0 .3 8 -0.08 0.16 0.17 0 .0 7 -0 .3 5 -0 .4 2 - 0.37 0.32
4 6 - 0 .2 3 -0.21 0 .2 3 -0 .2 6 -0 .4 4 -0.50 0.55 0.45 0.37 0 .3 8 -0.04 0.18 0.27 0 . 1 3 -0 .37 -0 .4 7 - 0.41 0.39
47 0.55 0 .2 5 -0.17  0.42 0.57 0 .6 3 -0 . 13 -0 .09 -0 . 13 - 0.21 0 .2 7 -0 .2 3 -0 .2 0 - 0.24 0.37 0.50 0.4 4 -0.33
48 0.57 0 .3 6 - 0.18 0.50 0.72 0 .7 5 -0 . 19 -0 . 13 -0.17 0.24 0 .2 4 -0 . 19 - 0 .2 2 - 0.15 0.54 0.63 0.61 - 0.41
49 0.38 0.34 0.05 0.36 0.51 0 .5 5 -0.21 -0 . 16 -0.11 -0.14 0 . 18 -0.01 - 0 .0 6 -0.03 0.21 0.33 0.2 7 -0.20
continued over page
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Table A1.1
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE EXPERIENCE ITEMS
continued from previous page 
19
19 1.00 20
20 0.79 1.00 21
21 0.65 0.79 1.00 22
22 0.72 0.84 0.78 1.00 23
23 0.42 0.56 0.67 0.58 1.00 24
24 0.43 0.56 0.65 0.57 0.90 1.00 25
25 0.36 0.51 0.62 0.52 0.83 0.87 1.00 26
26 - 0.25 -0.22 - 0.23 -0.20 - 0.05 -0.10 0.01 1.00 27
27 0.38 0.44 0.54 0.44 0.63 0.68 0.73 0.03 1.00 28
28 0.30 0.39 0.49 0.39 0.55 0.57 0.62 0.04 0.70 1.00 29
29 0.39 0.48 0.60 0.49 0.64 0.70 0.71 -0.18 0.73 0.73 1.00 30
30 0.43 0.51 0.65 0.52 0.67 0.70 0.71 -0.30 0.70 0.67 0.95 1.00 31
31 0.28 0.34 0.42 0.32 0.45 0.45 0.47 0.02 0.50 0.55 0.63 0.66 1.00 32
32 0.34 0.40 0.52 0.41 0.56 0.58 0.58 -0.12 0.58 0.58 0.77 0.81 0.75 1.00 33
33 0.43 0.50 0.64 0.53 0.61 0.64 0 .64. - 0.28 0.62 0.57 0.81 0.87 0.68 0.87 1.00 34
34 0.45 0.53 0.62 0.54 0.60 0.60 0.61 -0.24 0.58 0.55 0.74 0.81 0.72 0.83 0.89 1.00 35
35 0.41 0.51 0.60 0.51 0.61 0.63 0.63 - 0.28 0.62 0.55 0.82 0.87 0.64 0.85 0.91 0.88 1.00 36
36 0.31 0.40 0.52 0.38 0.54 0.57 0.58 -0.11 0.55 0.55 0.63 0.63 0.39 0.49 0.58 0.56 0.60 1.00
37 0.11 0.20 0.29 0.14 0.30 0.29 0.35 0.18 0.37 0.40 0.38 0.38 0.34 0.36 0.37 0.36 0.39 0.77
38 0.33 0.41 0.51 0.39 0.53 0.54 0.56 -0.10 0.55 0.53 0.62 0.63 0.41 0.47 0.57 0.55 0.58 0.87
39 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.26 0.07 0.18 0.05 0.02 0.22 0.12 0.10 0.14 0.07 - 0.05
40 0.40 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.58 0.62 0.64 - 0.22 0.65 0.60 0.73 0.78 0.56 0.68 0.75 0.71 0.74 0.57
41 0.37 0.44 0.58 0.47 0.54 0.59 0.62 -0.32 0.59 0.49 0.67 0.73 0.46 0.55 0.68 0.65 0.67 0.54
42 0.42 0.51 0.63 0.56 0.50 0.55 0.59 - 0.18 0.60 0.53 0.64 0.67 0.50 0.55 0.66 0.63 0.62 0.48
43 0.27 0.38 0.56 0.43 0.57 0.62 0.66 -0.38 0.58 0.50 0.74 0.80 0.48 0.61 0.76 0.71 0.77 0.56
44 0.30 0.40 0.57 - 0.42 0.53 0.59 0.61 -0.34 0.56 0.50 0.73 0.78 0.55 0.65 0.74 0.72 0.75 0.52
45 - 0.42 - 0.38 - 0.36 - 0.39 -0.28 - 0.30 - 0.27 0.35 - 0.20 - 0.13 - 0.24 -0.29  -0.05  -0.15  -0.26 -0.25  - 0.25 -0.25
46 -0.40  - 0.36 -0.35  0.37 -0.33 - 0.32 - 0.32 0.41 - 0.20 - 0.10 - 0.27 -0.36 - 0.05 - 0.18 - 0.30 -0.30  - 0.29 -0.25
47 0.35 0.48 0.59 0.52 0.50 0.54 0.56 -0.27 0.51 0.47 0.63 0.69 0.57 0.59 0.69 0.71 0.67 0.50
48 0.39 0.48 0.61 0.52 0.58 0.62 0.64 -0.35 0.62 0.54 0.68 0.74 0.49 0.57 0.71 0.67 0.70 0.50
49 0.36 0.44 0.47 0.45 0.47 0.50 0 .4 6 -0.13 0.50 0.37 0.41 0.42 0.20 0.28 0.37 0.36 0.38 0.39
37
37 1.00 38
38 0.69 1.00 39
39 0.08 0.00 1.00 40
40 0.36 0.56 0.15 1.00 41
41 0.26 0.55 0.05 0.81 1.00 42
42 0.27 0.49 0.17 0.69 0.71 1.00 43
43 0.27 0.56 - 0.05 0.74 0.82 0.68 1.00 44
44 0.29 0.51 0.09 0.75 0.80 0.66 0.88 1.00 45
45 0 .0 4 - 0.22 0 . 3 2 - 0 . 16 - 0 .0 5 - 0 . 15 - 0 . 13 - 0.04 1.00 46
46 0 .0 5 -0.27 0.31 -0.21 - 0 .2 4 - 0.21 -0 .2 9 - 0.13 0.75 1.00 47
47 0.33 0.49 0.14 0.63 0.66 0.66 0.73 0 .7 6 -0 . 10 -0.13  1.00 48
48 0.22 0.51 0.02 0.74 0.81 0.68 0.82 0 .7 8 - 0 . 13 - 0.23 0.69 1.00 49
49 0.19 0.40 0.01 0.44 0.49 0.45 0.46 0 .4 0 - 0 .0 9 - 0.17 0.42 0.49 1.00
item codes over page
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Item Coding
1 To help you feel like a 30 To gain a better appreciation
better person of nature
2 To have others think highly 31 To view the scenic beauty
of you for doing it 32 To be close to nature
3 To have others recognise and 33 To enjoy the smells and
admire you for doing It sounds of nature
4 To develop your skills and 34 To take in the natural
abilities surroundings
5 To experience excitement 35 To obtain a feeling of
6 To experience a lot of action harmony with nature
7 To be on your own 36 To keep physically fit
8 To be your own boss 37 To improve your physical
9 To control things health
10 To be in charge of what’s 38 To feel good after being
happening physically active
11 To use your leisure equipment 39 To relax physically
12 To talk to others about your 40 To help release or reduce some
equipment built-up tensions
13 To test your equipment 41 To get away from the demands
14 To compare your equipment with of other people
other peoples’ 42 To have a change from your
15 To do something with your daily routine
family 43 To experience solitude
16 To do what your children
wanted you to do 44 To experience peace and calm
17 To do something your entire 45 To get away from other people
family would like 46 To be away from crowds of
18 To do something your spouse other people
or associate wanted you to do 47 To experience the open space
19 To enjoy the company of 48 To get away from the noise
people who came with you back home
20 To be with others who enjoy 49 To be with others of the
the same things you do opposite sex
21 To be with other people
having similar values
22 To be with people who are
enjoying themselves
23 To talk to new and varied
people
24 To build friendships with new
people
25 To see new faces
26 To observe other people
27 To experience new and
different things
28 To explore the area
29 To study nature
Table A1.2
MEAN EXPERIENCE DOMAIN SCORES FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE
Domain Aver.
n=829
Experience T> 
1
n =  278
/pe
2
n =  391
3
n =  85
4
n=35
5
n=40
Pr>F
Achievement 1.93 1.814 1.914 1.964 3.07 7'2 ,3,5 1.914 0.0001*
Leadership/Autonomy 1.86 1.592,4,5 1.88 7,4 1.834 3 .3 1 7'2 ,3 ,5 2 .3 6 7,4 0 .0001*
Equipment 1.69 1.614 1.624 1.704 2.68 7'2 ,3 ,5 1.934 0 .0001*
Family Togetherness 3.55 3.23I2,4 ,5 3.90 7' 3 ,4 ,5 S.232,4,5 4 .9 6 7,2,3 ,5 1 .947,2 ,3 ,6 0 .0001*
Social Contact 4.41 4 .294' 5 4.484,5 4 .605 5 .2 1 7,2,5 3 .54 7'2 ,3,4 0 .0001*
M eet/Observing New People 2.14 1.852’" ’5 2 .1 9 ’ ’" 2 .094 3  61 >.2.3.5 2 .4 5 ’ -" 0 .0001*
Learning/Discovery 3.07 2 .592’3’4’0 3.21 7,4 3 .22 7,4 4 .6 5 7'2 ,3,5 3 .36  7,4 0 .0001*
Relationships With Nature 3.84 3 .22?’3’4’5 4.12 7,4 3 .92 7,4 5 .1 0 7,2,3,6 4 .18 7,4 0 .0001*
Exercise/Physical Fitness 2.85 2.392’ 3’" 3 .0 1 7,4 3 .00 7,4 4.22 7'2 ,3,5 3 .004 0 .0001*
Physical Rest 4.43 4.022 ,3,4,6 4 .5 0 7,4,6 4.74 7 5.29  ^ 5 . 2 5 ^ 0.0001*
Escape Personal/Soc. Press. 3.84 3 .32?’3,4’5 4 .0 0 7,4,5 4 .07 7 4 .80  ^ 4 .6 3 7,2 0.0001*
Escape Physical Pressure 3.33 2.802 ,3,4,6 3.49 7,4,5 3 .53 7,5 -4 .1 8 7,2 4 .28 7,2,3 0.0001*
Heterosexual Contact 2.02 1.873 1.903 3 .2 0 7,2,4,5 2.153 1.683 0.0001*
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data Coding
1 = Not at all important 
2= Of little importance 
3 = Somewhat important 
4= Moderately important 
5 = Very important 
6= Extremely important
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Table A1.3
MEAN EXPERIENCE DOMAIN SCORES FROM EACH SETTING TYPE
Setting Type
Domain
n=829
Aver. A 
n=205
c
n=49
F I
n = 474
N
n=90
Pr>F
n=11
Achievement 1.93 1.89 2.10 1.87 2.13 2.39 0.0279*
Leadership/Autonomy 1.86 1.94 1.97 1.76 2.03 2.52 0.0201*
Equipment 1.69 1.66* 1.53* 1.62* 2.12 ^ C’F 2.00 0.0003*
Family Togetherness 3.55 3.67 3.65 3.50 3.46 4.07 0.5022
Social Contact 4.41 4.46 4.65 4.32 4.72 4.20 0.0935
Meet/Observing New People 2.14 2.02 1.82 2.22 2.23 1.43 0.0345*
Learning/Discovery 3.07 3.3/ 3.82^ 2.77AC'/ 3.63^ 3.23 0.0001*
Relationships With Nature 3.84 4.25f 4.42F 3 A ^ ’C’1 4.43^ 4.38 0.0001*
Exercise/Physical Fitness 2.85 3.0/ 3.01 2.66^* 3.30*7 3.33 0.0006*
Physical Rest 4.43 4.43 4.30 4.38/ 4.87/7 3.91 0.0296*
Escape Pers./Social Press. 3.84 3.94 3.93 3.70* 4.34F 3.73 0.0014*
Escape Physical Pressure 3.33 3.64f 4.03f 2.98*'°'' 4.01f 3.97 0.0001*
Heterosexual Contact 2.02 1.94 2.26 1.97* 2.47/: 1.45 0.0257*
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data Coding
1 = Not at all important 
2= Of little importance 
3 = Somewhat important 
4= Moderately important 
5 = Very important 
6= Extremely important
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Table A1.4
FREQUENCY OF EXPERIENCE TYPE MEMBERS BY SETTING TYPE
Setting Type
Experience Type A C F I N Total
1 55 19 170 29 5 278
% 6.6 2.3 20.5 3.5 0.6 33.5
2 116 26 203 41 5 391
% 14.0 3.1 24 .5 5.0 0.6 47.1
3 24 3 49 9 0 85
% 2.9 0.4 5.9 1.1 0.0 10.3
4 4 1 25 4 1 35
% 0.5 0.1 3.0 0.5 0.1 4.2
5 6 0 27 7 0 40
% 0.7 0.0 3.3 0.8 0.0 4.8
Total 205 49 474 90 11 829
% 24.7 5.9 57.1 10.9 1.3 100
Chi-square value of 0.075 but with 32% of cells with values less than 5.
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Activity Type codes
I = Playground 
2= Barbecuing 
3= Reading 
4= Cycling 
5= Drinking 
6= Walking 
7= Walk Dog 
8= Fishing
9= Partying/Socialising 
10= Sailboard
I I  = Scenic Viewing 
12= Picnicking 
13= Relaxing
14= Jogging 
15= Sailing 
16= Swimming 
17= Drawing 
18= Praying 
19= Camping
20 = Four Wheel Driving
21 = Canoeing/Rafting
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Activity Type codes
1 = Playground
2 = Barbecuing 
3= Reading 
4= Cycling 
5= Drinking 
6= Walking 
7= Walk Dog 
8= Fishing
9= Partying/Socialising
10= Sailboard
11 = Scenic Viewing
12= Picnicking
13= Relaxing
14= Jogging
15= Sailing
16= Swimming
17= Drawing
18= Praying
19= Camping
20 = Four Wheel Driving
21 = Canoeing/Rafting
Table A1.7
RELATIVE VALUES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE
Experience Type
Total 1 2 3 4 5 Pr>F
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
n=829 n=278 n=391
8IIc n=36 n=40
W alking distance 1.70 1.77 1.60 1.61 1.92 2.23 0.2912
Well away 2.98 2.844 2.98 3.24 3 .7 1 7 2.90 0.0075
Car access 3.54 332 3.68  
4.41 7
3.40 4.13
5 .0 0 7
3.32 0.0787
Away from  traffic 4.29 3.9124 4.48 4.71 0.0001*
Jogging areas 1.81 1 7 6 4 1.80 1.61 2 .4 6 7 2.26 0.0486*
Cycle paths 1.90 1.824 1.824 1.89 2 .9 2 72 2.48 0.0019*
Horse trails 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.15 1.75 1.19 0.0930
Trail bike riding 1.27 1.23 1.29 1.23 1.50 1.23 0.3834
Rallying roads 1.21 1.21 1 2 0  7
3 .4 2 '
1.26 1.46 1.03 0.2929
Safety from  openness 3.27 2.932^ 3.26 4 0 ° ’ 3.42 0.0002*
Privacy 2.52 2.314 2.634
4 .2 6 7
2.40
4 .2 9 7
3.42 72 
5 .1 3 7
2.35
4 .3 5 7
0.0017*
Nature walks 4.06 3.5Ö2345 0.0001*
Swim m ing water 2 .39 2.24 2.50 2.35 1.97 0.0497*
Sailing water 1.55 1.414 1.554 1.40 2 .7 1 72 
3.13 723
1.94 0.0007*
Fishing areas 1.92 1.79 74 1.894 1.944 2.29 0.0001*
W ater to view 3.57 3 .3 9 _ 3.62 3.48 4.29 3.97 0.0237*
Utter free 4.69 4 A 2 245 4 .8 1 7 4.61 5 .2 1 7 5.10 0.0003*
Open space 4.40 4.18 4.51 4.26
5 0 8 123
4.65 0.0074*
Floral displays 2 .08 1.924 2.084 2.08 3 .2 9 723 
5 .0 4 7
2.29 0.0001*
Green lawns 3.87 3.774 3.89 3.68 3.84 0.0217*
Toilets 4.11 4 .3 0 75 4.193 5 .2 5 1 2 .9T234 0.0001*
Natural landscapes 4.41 4 .0 6 ^  _ 4 .5 5 ' 4 .454 5.21 73 4.65 0.0001*
Trees and shrubs 4.52 4.152345 4 .6 3 7 4.73 7 5.29 7 4 .9 0 7 0.0001*
Pine forest smells 2.51 2.354 2.62 2.314 3 .38  735 2.034 0.0023*
Pine forest 2 .14 2.01 2.21 2.15 2.54 1.90 0.1045
Signs 2.41 2 .1 124 2.59 7 2.39 3.04 7 2.13 0.0001*
Brochures 1.76 1-67 1.83 1.55 2.08 „ 1.77 0.0584
Advertising 1.58 1,57 V 1.594 1.424 2 .0 8 7235 
2.50 7
1.454 0.0044*
Rangers 1.80 1.714 1.83 1.73 1.74 0.0273*
Dogs allowed 1.98 1.89 2.08 1.47 2-58 2.06 0.0672
Similar activities 2 .42 2.234 2.474 2.44 3.29 72 2.61 0.0026*
No children 1.52 1.54 1.48 1.45 1.50 1.97 0.1059
Other children 2.49 2.35 2.69 2.19 2.17 2.13 0.0359*
Few others 2.81 2.Ö62 2.93 7 2.68 3.17 3.29 0.0073*
Many others 1.96 1 8 5 4 2.014 1.604 Z 7 5 ' i f
2.29 0.0097*
Cultural significance 1.79 i n 4 1.744 1.76 2.63 1.87 0.0161*
Barbecues 3.65 3.62 3.66 3.92 3.58 3.23 0.1924
Drinking fountains 2.34 2.24 2.32 2.31 2.88 2.84 0.1016
Picnic tables 3.83 3.68 3.92 3.95 4.00 3.58 0.1073
Picnic shelters 2 .89 2.91 2.90 2.82 2.92  
4.96 7
2.87 0.6697
Utter facilities 4 .03 3.794 4.15 4.03 3.84 0.0127*
Park seats 3 .62 3.46 3.69 3.50 4.33 3.61 0.1597
Playground equipm ent 2 .95 2.97 3.03 2.61 3.13 2.42 0.2109
Public transport 1.53 1.50 1.57 1.24 1.75 1.65 0.2225
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data coding
1 = Not at all important 3 = Somewhat important 
2= Of little importance 4=  Moderately important
5 = Very important 
6= Extremely important
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Table A1.8
RELATIVE VALUES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING 
TYPE A
Experience Type
Total 1 2 3 4 5 Pr>F
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
n=205 n=55 n = 116 n=24 n=4 n=6
Walking distance 1.41 1.56 1.36 1.25 1.00 1.80 0.6289
Well away 3.07 2.92 3.03 3.50 4.33 3.00 0.2178
Car access 3.65 3-S4 3.69 3.85 3.33 3.20 0.8031
Away from traffic 4.56 3.92TJ 4.74 7 5.057 5.33 4.80 0.0003*
Jogging areas 1.66 1.70 1.60 1.65 3.33 1.60 0.4068
Cycle paths 1.51 1.50 1.43 1.65 3.00 1.80 0.1879
Horse trails 1.31 1.38 1.21 1.45 2-33 1.60 0.1520
Trail bike riding 1.30 1.26* 1.26* 1.35 2.67 72 1.60 0.0210*
Rallying roads 1.25 1.20 1.17 1.55 2.67 1.20 0.0208*
Safety from openness 3.09 2.60, 3.26 3.35 4.67 
5.33 7
2.80 0.1011*
Privacy 2.86 2.42* 3.06
4.65*
2.70
4.857
2.40 0.0075*
Nature walks 4.50 3.9823 5.33 4.60 0.0042*
Swimming water 3.22 3.02 3.26 3.45 3.67 3.40 0.5053
Sailing water 1.41 1.40 1-36 1.55 2-33 1.40 0.7320
Fishing areas 1.94 1.86* 1.90* 2.20 3.6772 1.60 0.0511
Water to view 3.69 3.34 3.84 
4.747 
4.437
3.60 5.00 3.80 0.0484*
Utter free 4.55 4.102 4.65 5.00 4.60 0.0429*
Open space 4.21 3.842 4.20 3.60 0.0599
Floral displays 1.95 1.48* 2.07* 2.40 4.0072 1.20 0.0010*
Green lawns 3.16 3.10 3.15 3.25 5.00 2.60 0.2909
Toilets 4.25 4.08 4.35 
4.967 
4.95 7
4.25 5.00 3.40 0.8223
Natural landscapes 4.80 4.90 5.33 5.20 0.0056
Trees and shrubs 4.71 4.1023 4.80 5.33 5.20 0.0001*
Pine forest smells 3.28 2.94 . 3.49 3.25 3.00 2.80 0.3796
Pine forest 2.82 2.44 2.94 3.15 3.00 2.60 0.4365
Signs 2.91 2.50 3.04 3.25 3.00 3.00 0.0889
Brochures 2.06 1.90 2.12 2.10 3.00 1.80 0.1232
Advertising 1.75 1.88 1.67 1.80 2.67s 1.20* 0.0484
Rangers 2.20 1.92 2.22 2.65 3.33 2.20 0.0280
Dogs allowed 2.08 1.76 2.23 1.60 3.33 3.40 0.0230*
Similar activities 2.46 2.04 2.54 2.75 3.33 3.20 0.0179*
No children 1.54 1-72 1-37 / 
2.70'
1.80 1.00 2.40 0.6466
Other children 2.44 1.9? 2.20 3.67 1.80 0.0173*
Few others 3.19 2.84 3.25, 3.30 5.0° 4.00 0.0284*
Many others 1.89 1.60* 1.86*
1.93*
2.30 3.6772
4.677235
2.80 0.0026*
Cultural significance 1.98 1.80* 2.45* 1.20* 0.0001*
Barbecues 3.72 3.70 3.52 4.70 5.00 3.00 0.1255*
Drinking fountains 1.85 1.94 1.64 2.55 2.33 2.00 0.1766
Picnic tables 3.87 3.50** 3.85 4.857 4.33 3.60 0.0347*
Picnic shelters 3.34 3.30 3.26 4.00 3.33 2.80 0.8257
Utter facilities 4.04 3.76 4.11 4.65 4.33 3.00 0.1310
Park seats 3.12 3.18 3.00 3.55 3.33 3.00 0.7672
Playground equipment 2.30 2.62 2.17 2.00 2.33 2.80 0.7270
Public transport 1.37 1.20 1.43 1.45 2.33 1.20 0.2514
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data coding
1 = Not at all important 
2= Of little importance
3= Somewhat important 
4= Moderately important
5 = Very important 
6= Extremely important
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Table A1.9
RELATIVE VALUES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING 
TYPEC
Experience Type
Variable
Total
Mean
n=49
1
Mean 
n = 19
2
Mean
n=26
3
Mean
n=3
4
Mean
n=1
5
Mean
n=0
Pr>F
Walking distance 2.11 1.65 2.38 2.67 0.5069
Well away 4.27 4.29 4.13 5.33 0.2132
Car access 3.93 3.76 4.13 3.33 0.3576
Away from  traffic 4.41 4.29 4.58 3.67 0.8602
Jogging areas 1.68 1.53 1.88 1.00 0.5519
Cycle paths 1.73 1.41 2.04 1.00 0.3170
Horse trails 1.61 1.35 1.88 1.00 0.4389
Trail bike riding 1.68 1.35 2.00 1.00 0.3328
Rallying roads 1.75 1.65 1.92 1.00 0.6636
Safety from  openness 3.11 2.88 3.29 3.00 0.3842
Privacy 2.93 2.88 3.04 2.33 0.6411
Nature walks 4.36 4.06 4.54 4.67 0.5475
Swim m ing water 2.52 2.12 2.92 1.67 0.2568
Sailing water 1.82 1.29 2.21 1.67 0.2512
Fishing areas 2.32 2.29 2.42 1.67 0.8353
Water to view 3.93 4.29 3.54 5.00 0.3060
Utter free 4.98 4.94 4.96 5.33 0.5837
Open space 4.18 4.24 4.08 4.67 0.5122
Floral displays 2.48 2.24 2.54 3.33 0.4572
Green lawns 3.27 3.24 3.42 2.33 0.7776
Toilets 3.66 3.41 3.75 4.33 0.5904
Natural landscapes 4.95 5.06 4.88 5.00 0.9432
Trees and shrubs 4.91 4.65 5.08 5.00 0.7678
Pine forest smells 3.98 4.243 . 4.1 r 3 <.oo’2 0.0051'
Pine forest 3.20 3.35 3.38 1.00 0.0643
Signs 2.48 2.47 2.42 3.00 0.8945
Brochures 2.27 2.00 2.54 1.67 0.4421
Advertising 1.93 1.76 2.08 1.67 0.7506
Rangers 2.11 2.00 2.25 1.67 0.5526
Dogs allowed 2.48 1.76 3.17 1.00 0.1073
Similar activities 2.41 2.35 2.42 2.67 0.9621
No children 2.20 2.12 2.21 2.67 0.8367
Other children 2.32 2.29 2.50 1.00 0.5094
Few others 3.25 3.76 2.79 4.00 0.2184
Many others 2.36 1.76 2.96 1.00 0.0719
Cultural significance 2.18 2.24 2.25 1.33 0.7593
Barbecues 4.05 3.94 4.04 4.67 0.6386
Drinking fountains 2.00 1.59 2.33 1.67 0.3700
Picnic tables 4.18 4.24 4.17 4.00 0.9845
Picnic shelters 3.39 3.59 3.25 3.33 0.9729
Utter facilities 3.98 3.82 4.17 3.33 0.9386
Park seats 3.43 3.18 3.50 4.33 0.5220
Playground equipm ent 1.93 1.76 2.13 1.33 0.6639
Public transport 1.68 1.71 1.71 1.33 0.8591
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data coding
1 = Not at all important 
2= Of little importance
3= Somewhat important 
4= Moderately important
5= Very important 
6= Extremely important
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Table A l. 10
RELATIVE VALUES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING 
TYPE F
Experience Type
Total 1 2 3 4 5 Pr>F
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
n=474 n = 170 n=203
o>Ti­llc n=25 n=27
W alking distance 1.92 1.98 1.77 1.84 2.22 2.74 0.3746
W ell aw ay 2.60 2 .4 7* 2.59 2.77 3.56 2.37 0.0280*
Car access 3.40 3-15 3.52 3.32 4.22
4 .83*
3.37 0.1975
Away from  traffic 4.02 3.Ö42* 4 .13* 4.26 4.42 0.0012*
Jogging areas 1.96 1.79* 1.94 1.81 2 .56* 2.89 0 .0223*
Cycle paths 2.26 2.13 2.15 2.35 3.22
1.78*235
2.95 0 .0224*
Horse trails 1.19 1 .17* 1 .20* ~ 1.00* 1.05 0 .0103*
Trail b ike riding 1.23 1.20 1.23 1.23 1.39 1.21 0.6017
Rallying roads 1.15 1.13 1.16 1.16 1.33 1.00 0.4558
Safety from  openness 3.44 3.0b 3.66 3.26 3.89 3.95 0.0012*
Privacy 2.29 2.10 „ 2.31
3 .96*
2.23
3 .97*
3.17
5 .11*
2.63
4.32*
0.0441
Nature walks 3.74 3.1223* 5 0 .0001*
Swim m ing water 1.89 1.87 1.65
1.39*
2 -83 1.63 0.3623
Sailing w ater 1.62 1.393* 1.63* 2 .7 8 *2 2.26 0.0007*
Fishing areas 1.63 1 .42* 1.62* 1.81 2.67 *2 1.95 0.0001*
W ater to view 3.39 3.20 3.48 3.10 3.94 3.95 0.1182
Utter free 4.68 4.395 4.88 4.39 5.11 5.11* 0 .0077*
Open space 4.53 4.24 4.70 4.26 5.17 4.79 0.0872*
Floral displays 2.19 2 .0 1 * 2 .2 0 *
4.67*
2 .00* 3 .5 6 723 2.37 0.0020*
Green lawns 4.51 4 .2 2 * 4.32 5.22 4.74 0.0101*
Toilets 4.09 3.81 4.28 4.16 5.225 3 .21* 0 .0024*
Natural landscapes 4.05 3 .7 1 * 4.18 3 .97* 5.11 *3 4.37 0.0014*
Trees and shrubs 4.40 4 .1 0* 4.46 4.65 5 .28* 4.68 0.0031*
Pine forest smells 2.01 1 .88* . 1 .94* 2 .13* 3.72 *235 1.68* 0 .0012*
Pine forest 1.74 1.69 1.66
2.27*
1.90 2.72 1.53 0.0920
Signs 2.08 1794 1.84 2 -89 1.95 0.0051*
Brochures 1.41 1 3 5 * 1.45 1.23* 1.94 73 1.21 0.0277*
Advertising 1.41 1.35* 1.48* 1.16* 2 .0 6 7235 1.05* 0.0005*
Rangers 1.44 1.44 1.45 1.19 2.11 1.21 0.1164
Dogs allowed 1.97 1.93 2.01 1.55 2.72 1.84 0.5592
Similar activities 2.47 2 .2 5 * 2.61 2.13 3 .39* 2.42 0.0257*
No children 1.38 1.35 1.42 1.005 1.67 1.633 0.0662
Other children 2.67 2.53 2.96 2.29 2.11 2.32 0.1005
Few others 2.53 2.23 2.71 2.32 3.06 2.95 0.0199
M any others 1.95 1.94* 1.99* 1.16* 2 .8 9 723 2.05 0.0062*
Cultural significance 1.65 1 .65* 1.60* 1.42* 2.56 *23 1.68 0.0219*
Barbecues 3.61 3.53 3.67 3.65 3.78 3.37 0.3067
Drinking fountains 2.66 2.45 2.79 2.35 3.28 2.95 0.1803
Picnic tables 3.84 3.76 3.92 3.61 4.11 3.68 0.5104
Picnic shelters 2.64 2.70 2.63 2.23 2.89 2.79 0.6899
Utter facilities 4.15 3.89 4.27 4.00 4.94 4.32 0.1349
Park seats 3.99 3.71 4.21 3.65 4.61 3-89 0.0738*
Playground equipm ent 3.80 3.6125 4 .1 9 *5 3.52 3.61 2 .3272 0.0002*
Public transport 1.65 1.60 1.75 1.16 1.78 1.74 0.1294
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data coding
1 = Not at all important 3= Somewhat important 5= Very important
2= Of little importance 4= Moderately important 6= Extremely important
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Table A1.11
RELATIVE VALUES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING 
TYPE I
Experience Type
Variable
Total
Mean
n=90
1
Mean
n=29
2
Mean
n=41
3
Mean
n=9
4
Mean
n=4
5
Mean
n=7
Pr>F
Walking distance 1.12 1.13 1.10 1.25 1.00 1.14 0.1255
Well away 3.76 3.67 3.73 3.63 4.00 4.29 0.8474
Car access 3.78 3.63 4.15 2.63 4.33 3.29 0.1065
Away from  traffic 4.82 5.08 4.60 4.25 5.67 5.43 0.1523
Jogging areas 1.61 1.83 1.75 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.2733
Cycle paths 1.28 1.04 1.43 1.00 1.00 1.71 0.0952
Horse trails 1.17 1.13 1.23 1.00 1.00 1.29 0.7219
Trail bike riding 1.13 1.08 1.23 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.6982
Rallying roads 1.07 1.17 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.8635
Safety from openness 2.98 2.75 3.10 3.13 4.00 2.43 0.4532
Privacy 2.60 2.75 2.70 2.38 3.00 1.57 0.4082
Nature walks 4.32 4.33 4.33 4.00 5.00 4.29 0.9343
Swimming water 2.74 2.71 2.95 2.63 2.67 1.86 0.6798
Sailing water 1.40 1.50 1.33 1.00 2.67 1.43 0.5503
Fishing areas 2.90 3.17 2.63 1.88 5.33 3.71 0 .0507*
Water to view 3.91 3.88 3.73 4.13 5.67 4.14 0.2502
Utter free 4.91 4.92 4.70 5.13 6.00 5.43 0.2761
Open space 4.48 4.67 4.25 4.25 5.33 5.00 0.5397
Floral displays 1.71 2.08 1.45 1.13 1.00 2.86 0 .0354*
Green lawns 3.05 3.17 3.10 2.75 4.00 229 0.6482
Toilets 4.17 3.92 4.605 4.13 5.6J5 2.002* 0 .0050*
Natural landscapes 4.84 4.71 4.80 5.00 5.67 5.00 0.7439
Trees and shrubs 4.45 4.25 4.30 4.75 5.33 5.29 0.2546
Pine forest smells 2.12 • 2.21 - 2 .15 1.63 1.67 2.43 0.8235
Pine forest 1.71 1.75 1.75 1.00 1.00 2.43 0.3923
Signs 2.67 2.63 2.83 2.13 4.00 2.00 0.1691
Brochures 2.32 2.58 2.20 1.38 2.00 3.29 0.3516
Advertising 1.76 1.88 1.60 1.38 1.67 2.71 0.3799
Ftangers 2.17 2.17 2.05 1.50 4.00 2.86 0.4232
Dogs allowed 1.46 1.88 1.30 1.00 1.00 1.71 0.3747
Similar activities 2.15 2.38 1.75 2.75 2.67 2.71 0.0986
No children 1.61 1.46 1.53 1.88 1.00 2.57 0.1131
Other children 1.89 2.08 1.78 2.25 1.00 1.86 0.6879
Few others 2.87 2.67 3.08 2.00 2 .00 3.71 0.1352
Many others 1.80 1.88 1.70 1.75 1.00 2.57 0.4538
Cultural significance 1.72 1.83 1.55 1.50 1.00 2.86 0.1534
Barbecues 3.52 3.79 3.80 2.75 1.00 3.00 0.2954
Drinking fountains 2.23 2.21 2.28 1.75 1.00 3.14 0.3565
Picnic tables 3.68 3.33 4.15 3.00 3.00 3.29 0.2302
Picnic shelters 2.76 2.67 2.90 2.00 2.67 3.14 0.6025
Utter facilities 3.65 3.38 3.90 2.88 5.67 3.14 0.3646
Park seats 3.32 3.13 3.58 2.50 3.67 3.29 0.5922
Playground equipm ent 1.35 1.33 1.25 1.13 1.00 2.43 0.0833
Public transport 1.24 1.33 1.18 1.00 1.00 1.71 0.4601
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data coding
1 = Not at all important 3= Somewhat important 
2= Of little importance 4= Moderately important
5= Very important 
6= Extremely important
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Activity Type codes
a = 2,6,12,13,19 1 = Playground
b = 1,3,4,6,8 2= Barbecuing
C = 2,10,11,12 3= Reading
d = 2,6,8,12,13,16 4= Cycling
e = 1,2,4,6,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16,17,18,19,21 5= Drinking
f = 8,9,10,11,12,16,19 6= Walking
g = 1,2,3,6,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,21 7= Walk Dog
h = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,17,19 8= Fishing
i = 1,2,3,6,8,12,13 9= Partying/Socialising
j = 1,2,8,9,10,12,13,14 10= Sailboard
k = 2,6,7,11,12,19 11 = Scenic Viewing
I = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,17 12= Picnicking
m = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,11,12,13,14 13= Relaxing
n = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,11,12,13,14,16,17,19,20 14= Jogging
0 = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,11,12,13,14,16,17,19,20 • 15= Sailing
p = 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,11,12,13,14,16,17,19 16= Swimming
q = 1,2,6,8,11,12,13,14,16 17= Drawing
r = 7,10,15,21 18= Praying
s = 7,10,15,21 19= Camping
t = 7,10,15,21 20 = Four Wheel Driving
U = 7,10,15,21 21 = Canoeing/Rafting
v = 7,10,15,21
w = 7,10,15,21 Data coding
X  = 7,10,15,21
y = 7,10,15,21 1 = Not at all important
z = 7,10,15,21 2= Of little importance
aa = 1,2,3,4,6,9,10,11,12,13,14,16 3= Somewhat important
bb= 1,2,3,4,6,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,21 4= Moderately important
C C =  1,2,3,4,6,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,17,21 5= Very important
dd= 2,3,4,6,7,8,9,10,12,13,15,16,19 6= Extremely important
ee= 6,8,11,16
ff= 6,8,11,16
gg= 1,2,4,7,9,12,13
hh= 1,2,9,12
ii= 1,2,3,4,7,9,12,13
jj= 6,8,13,14
kk= 3,6,11,12,21
ll= 1,2,3,4,6,9,11,12,13,16,19,21
mm= 1,2,6,9,10,12,13
nn= 1,2,6,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,17,19,21
00= 6,8,12,13
pp= 1,4,6,8,11,12,13,14,16,17,21 
qq= 1,4,6,8,11,12,13,14,16,17,19 
rr= 6,8,11,14,17 
ss= 6,8,11,19 
tt= 6,8,11,12,16,19
uu = 2,4,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,19,21
Table A1.13
RELATIVE VALUES OF SETTING ATTRIBUTES BY SETTING TYPE
Setting Type
Attribute
Aver
n=671
A
n = 179
c
n=44
F
n=358
1
n=82
N
n = 8
Pr>F
Walking distance 1.70 i < , 2 . 1 1' i . < ; 1.63 0.0001*
Well away 2.98 3.07C7 4 .2 7 ^ 2.60CI 3.76*^ 2.88 0.0001*
Car access 3.54 3.65 3.93 3.40 3.78 2.50 0.5618
Away from  traffic 4.29 4.56 4.41 4.024' 4.82 4.38 0.0001*
Jogging areas 1.81 1.66_ 1.68 1-96 1.61 1.63 0.0397*
Cyclepaths 1.90 1.51F 1-73 2.26^ 1-281 1.63 0.0001*
Horse trails 1.25 1.31 ^.6^F' 1 . 1 9 P 1.17^ 1.63 0.0085*
Trail bike riding 1.27 1.30 1.68 1.23^ 113r 1.63 0.0088*
Rallying roads 1.21 1.25^ 1.75^ ' 1154 1.07C 1.63 0.0001*
Safety from  openness 3.27 3.09 3.11 3.44 2.98 3.00 0.0383*
Privacy 2.52 2.86 2.93 2.29 Af 2.60 2.13 0.0010*
Nature walks 4.06 4.5oC 4.36 2.74% 4.32 4.50 0.0001*
Swim m ing water 2.39 3.22 2.52 i . w " 2.74F 2.25 0.0001*
Sailing w ater 1.55 i - 4 i f 1.82 162r / 1.40 1.63 0.0078*Fishing areas 1.92 1.94' 2.32 1.63C/ 2.90 2.25 0.0001*
W ater to view 3.57 3.69 3.93 3.39 3.91 3.13 0.3531
Litter free 4.69 4.55_ 4.98 4.68 . 4.91 4.38 0.0843
Open space 4.40 4.21F 4.18 4.53* 4.48 3.38 0.0007*
Floral displays 2.08 1.95 2.48 2.19, 1.71 1.63 0.0311*
Green lawns 3.87 3.16^ 3.27 4.51*C//V 3.05 2.75 0.0001*
Toilets 4.11 4.25 3.66 4.09 4.17 3.38 0.0799
Natural landscapes 4.41 4.8u 4.95 4.05*C/ 4.84F 3.88 0.0001*
Trees and shrubs 4.52 4-71„ 4.91 4-40 4-4 5 . r 3.88 0.0499*
Pine forest smells 2.51 3.2SF' 3 .9 8 ' 2.01*£ 2.12*^ 3.50 0.0001*
Pine forest 2.14 2.8/ ' 3.2cF ' 1.71*C 3.13 0.0001*
Signs 2.41 2.9V 2.48 2.08*1 2.67 2.75 0.0001*
Brochures 1.76 2.06 2.27 141 2.32 2.25 0.0001*
Advertising 1.58 1.751 1 .9 / 1.41*C/ 1.761 1.63 0.0002*
Rangers 1.80 2.26 2 .n f 1.44*C//V 3.25 0.0001*
Dogs allowed 1.98 2.08 2.45 1.97 1.46*C 2.75 0.0098*
Similar activities 2.42 2.46 2-41 247 2.15 2.50 0.1584
No children 1.52 1.54° 2.20*^ 1.38^ 1.61 2.38 0.0002*
Other children 2.49 2.44 2.32 2.6T 1.89 2.38 0.0008*
Few others 2.81 3.19F 3.25 2 .53*° 2.87 3.63 0.0001*
Many others 1.96 1.89 2.36 1.95 1.80 3.00 0.1594
Cultural significance 1.79 1.98 2.18 1.65* 1.72 2.25 0.0080*
Barbecues 3.65 3.72 4.05 3.61 3.52 3.00 0.4589
Drinking fountains 2.34 1.85 2.00 2.66* 2.23 1.63 0.0002*
Picnic tables 3.83 3.87 4.18 3-84 3.68 2.25 0.0484*
Picnic shelters 2.89 3.34F 3.3QF 2.64*° 2.76 2.88 0.0001*
Utter facilities 4.03 4.04 3.98 _ 4.15, _ . 3.651 3.00 0.0007*
Park seats 3.62 3.121 3.aJ 3 . 9 9 * ^ 3 . 3 / 2.25 0.0001*
Playground equipm ent 2.95 2.30F/ 1.93F 3 .8 0 *™ 1.35*^ 1.6o 0.0001*
Public transport 1.53 1.37 1.68 l-ÖS* 1.24F 1.63 0.0221*
*  Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Note: superscript annotations specify the significantly different Experience Types
Data coding
1 = Not at all important 3=  Somewhat important 5=  Very important
2=  Of little importance 4=  Moderately important 6=  Extremely important
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Table A1.14
FREQUENCY OF EXPERIENCE TYPE MEMBERS BY GROUP COMPOSITION
Group Composition
Experience Type 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
1 18 116 72 62 8 2 278
% 2.2 14.0 8.7 7.5 1.0 0.2 33.5
2 26 191 51 104 19 0 391
% 3.1 23.0 6.2 12.6 2 .3 0.0 47.2
3 6 24 28 22 4 1 85
% 0 .7 2.9 0.2 1.0 0.5 0.1 10.3
4 1 22 2 8 2 0 35
% 0.1 2 .7 3.4 2 .7 0 .2 0.0 4.2
5 16 10 10 2 2 0 40
% 1.9 1.2 1.2 0.2 0 .2 0.0 4 .8
Total 67 363 163 198 35 3 829
% 8.1 43.8 19.7 23 .9 4 .2 0.4 100
Group Compositions
1 • Individual
2 - Family
3 - Friends
4 - Family and Friends
5 - Organised club or group
6 - Other
Chi-square probability of 0.000 but with 33% of cells with values less thar>5
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Table A I. 15
FREQUENCY OF EXPERIENCE TYPE MEMBERS BY GROUP SIZE
Group Size
Experience Type 1 2 3 4 5 Total
1 17 54 113 55 39 278
% 2.1 6.5 13.7 6.7 4.7 33.6
2 25 57 165 88 54 389
% 3.0 6.9 20.0 10.6 6.5 47.0
3 4 25 23 19 14 85
% 0.5 3.0 2.8 2.3 1.7 10.3
4 1 4 18 10 2 35
% 0.1 0.5 2.2 1.2 0.2 4.2
5 16 15 4 2 3 40
% 1.9 1.8 0.5 0.2 0.4 4.8
Total 63 155 323 174 112 827
% 7.6 18.7 39.1 21.0 13.5 100
Group Sizes
1-1 person
2 - 2 people
3 - 3 to 5 people
4 - 6 to 10 people 
5- > 10 people
Chi-square probability of 0.000
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Table A I. 16
FREQUENCY OF EXPERIENCE TYPE MEMBERS IN EACH LIFE CYCLE STAGE
Life Cycle Stage
Experience Type 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total
1 46 7 11 29 16 16 26 9 29 13 5 16 6 229
% 6.8 1.0 1.6 4.3 2.4 2.4 3.8 1.3 4.3 1.9 0.7 2.4 0.9 33.8
2 44 4 6 42 40 23 20 14 64 18 9 19 7 310
% 6.5 0.6 0.9 6.2 5.9 3.4 3.0 2.1 9.5 2.7 1.3 2.8 1.0 45.8
3 19 0 3 9 12 2 6 0 10 5 1 3 0 70
% 2.8 0.0 0.4 1.3 1.8 0.3 0.9 0.0 1.5 0.7 0.2 0.4 0.0 10.3
4 0 1 1 0 2 7 1 0 10 4 1 2 0 29
% 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.2 0.0 1.5 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.0 4.3
5 12 1 2 7 1 . 1 7 0 5 1 0 2 0 39
% 1.8 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 5.8
Total 121 13 23 87 71 49 60 23 118 41 16 42 13 677
% 17.9 1.9 3.4 12.9 10.5 7.2 8.9 3.4 17.4 6.1 2.4 6.2 1.9 100
Life cycle stages
I = 16-25 years with no children
2= 16-25 years with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
3= 16-25 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
4 = 26-35 with no children under 14 years old
5= 26-35 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
6 = 26-35 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
7= 36-45 with no children under 14 years old
8= 36-45 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old
9= 36-45 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
10= 46-55 with no children under 14 years old
I I  = 46-55 with children under 14 but over 5 years old 
12= 5665
13= 65 or older
Chi-square of 0.001 with 46% of cells with values of less than 5.
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Table A1.17
FREQUENCY OF GROUP COMPOSITIONS VISITING EACH SETTING TYPE
Group Composition
Setting Type 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
A 12 100 38 48 5 2 205
% 1.5 12.1 4.6 5.8 0.6 0.2 24 .7
C 1 19 8 18 2 1 49
% 0.1 2.3 1.0 2.2 0.2 0.1 5.9
F 48 205 91 108 22 0 474
% 5.8 24.7 11.0 13.0 2 .7 0.0 57.2
1 6 35 26 19 4 0 90
% 0 .7 4.2 3.1 2.3 0.5 0.0 10.9
N 0 4 0 5 2 0 11
% 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.2 0.0 1.3
Total 67 363 163 198 35 3 829
% 8.1 43.8 19.7 23.9 4.2 0.4 100
Group Compositions
1 - Individual
2 - Family
3 - Friends
4 - Family and Friends
5 - Organised club or group
6 - Other
Chi-square ot 0.013 with 43% of cells with values less than 5.
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Table A I. 18
FREQUENCY OF GROUP SIZES VISITING EACH SETTING TYPE
Group Size
Setting Type 1 2 3 4 5 Total
A 11 40 89 42 22 204
% 1.3 4.8 10.8 5.1 2 .7 24 .7
C 1 11 17 12 8 49
% 0.1 1.3 2.1 1.5 1.0 5.9
F 47 73 186 94 73 473
% 5 .7 8.8 22 .5 11.4 8.8 57.2
1 4 30 28 22 6 90
% 0.5 3.6 3.4 2 .7 0 .7 10.9
N 0 1 3 4 3 11
% 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.4 1.3
Total 63 155 323 174 112 827
% 7.6 18.7 39.1 21.0 13.5 100
Group Sizes
1 -1 person
2 - 2 people
3 - 3 to 5 people
4 -  6to 10 people
5 - > 10 people
Chi-square probability of 0.043 with 24% of cells less than 5
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Table A1.19
UFE CYCLE STAGES VISITING EACH SETTING TYPE
Setting Type
Life Cycle Stage A C F I N Total
1 26 10 63 22 0 121
% 3.8 1.5 9.3 3.3 0.0 17.9
2 1 0 10 2 0 13
% 0.2 0.0 1.5 0.3 0.0 1.9
3 7 1 15 0 0 23
% 1.0 0.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 3.4
4 19 7 46 14 1 87
% 2.8 1.0 6.8 2.1 0.2 12.9
5 17 3 44 7 0 71
% 2.5 0.4 6.5 1.0 0.0 10.5
6 15 2 29 2 1 49
% 2.2 0.3 4.3 0.3 0.2 7.2
7 14 2 36 8 0 60
% 2.1 0.3 5.3 1.2 0.0 8.9
8 2 6 14 1 0 23
% 0.3 0.9 2.1 0.2 0.0 3.4
9 32 6 67 8 5 118
% 4.7 0.9 9.9 1.2 0.7 17.4
10 12 3 21 4 1 41
% 1.8 0.4 3.1 0.6 0.2 6.1
11 4 1 7 3 1 16
% 0.6 0.2 1.0 0.4 0.2 2.4
12 7 2 29 4 0 42
% 1.0 0.3 4.3 0.6 0.0 6.2
13 2 0 10 1 0 13
% 0.3 0.0 1.5 0.2 0.0 1.9
Total 158 43 391 76 9 677
% 23.3 6.4 57.8 11.2 1.3 100
Life cycle stages
I = 16-25 years with no children
2= 16-25 years with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old 
3= 16-25 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old
4 = 26-35 with no children under 14 years old
5 = 26-35 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old 
6= 26-35 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old 
7= 36-45 with no children under 14 years old
8= 36-45 with children under 5 but none 5 or more years old 
9 = 36-45 with children 5 to 14 but none under 5 years old 
10= 46-55 with no children under 14 years old
I I  = 46-55 with children under 14 but over 5 years old 
12= 56-65
13= 65 or older
Chi-square of 0.055 with 51% of cells with counts less than 5.
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Table A I.23
MEAN CHANGE IN SETTING ATTRIBUTE CONDITION TO ACHIEVE IDEAL 
CONDITIONS FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING TYPE A
Experience Type
Variable
Total
Mean
n=205
1
Mean
n=55
2
Mean 
n = 116
3
Mean
n=24
4
Mean
n=4
5
Mean
n=6
Pr>F
Distance from home 6.12 6.22 6.09 6.17 6.00 5.83 0.5998
Parking within 100m 5.73 5.73 5.74 5.71 5.50 5.83 0.9810
Away from traffic noise 6.07 6.04 6.05 6.25 6.00 6.00 0.7438
Jogging areas 6.04 6.18 6.02 5.88 5.75 6.17 0.2617
Cyclepaths 6.46 6.58 6.43 6.33 6.00 6.67 0.7196
Openness for safety 6.44 6.38 6.43 6.54 6.00 7.00 0.5340
Privacy 5.71 5.42 . 5.84 5.58 6.00 6.00 0.0531*
Nature walks 6.15 6.24 6.10 6.21 6.50 5.67 0.5003
Sailing areas 6.13 6.05 6.17 6.21 6.00 6.00 0.7045
Swimming areas 6.13 5.95 6.21 6.13 6.25 6.33 0.5907
Fishing areas 5.89 5.76 5.96 5.96 6.00 5.50 0.6149
Litter facilities 6.88 6.67 6.98 7.00 6.50 6.67 0.5654
Open spaces 6.35 6.33 6.37 6.33 6.00 6.33 0.9475
Green lawns 6.16 6.11 6.12 6.50 6.50 5.83 0.1607
Floral displays 6.03 5.93 6.03 6.29 5.75 6.00 0.4891
Toilets 6.52 6.51 6.51 6.67 6.50 6.33 0.9327
Naturalness 6.32 6.25 6.34 6.54 6.00 5.83 0.5012
Trees and shrubs 6.33 6.29 6.28 6.67 6.75 6.00 0.3052
Signs 6.40 6.33 6.42 6.75 6.00 5.50 0.0507
Brochures 6.46 6.31 6.55 6.71 6.00 5.33 0.0385*
Advertising 6.28 6.04 6.43 6.25 6.00 5.83 0.0453*
Rangers 6.36 6.58 6.39 6.42 6.25 5.50 0.0549*
Dogs 5.57 5.38 5.72 5.17 6.00 5.50 0.2356
Other similar people 5.62 5.71 5.58 5.63 5.25 5.83 0.7152
Children present 6.01 5.98 6.04 6.13 5.50 5.67 0.3106
Within walking distance 6.11 6.22 6.08 6.04 6.00 6.00 0.3256
Cooking facilities 6.34 6.33 6.28 6.71 6.50 6.00 0.1225
Drinking fountains 6.77 6.71 6.71 7.08 7.00 7.00 0.7321
Picnic tables 6.11 6.11 6.09 6.21 6.50 5.83 0.5969
Picnic shelters 6.20 6.20 6.17 6.33 6.50 6.00 0.8532
Park seats 6.30 6.47 6.23 6.29 6.00 6.33 0.5923
Playground equipment 6.68 6.82 6.63 6.83 6.00 6.00 0.5513
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Data coding 
6.00 = no change
scaled increase over 6, relatively more development 
scaled decrease below 6, relatively less development
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Table A I.24
MEAN CHANGE IN SETTING ATTRIBUTE CONDITION TO ACHIEVE IDEAL CONDITIONS FOR 
EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING TYPE C
Experience Type
Variable
Total
Mean
n=49
1
Mean
n=19
2
Mean
n=26
3
Mean
n=3
4
Mean
n=1
5
Mean
n=0
Pr>F
Distance from home 6.43 6.42 6.42 6.67 6.00 0.9326
Parking within 100m 5.08 4.84 5.19 5.33 6.00 0.7756
Away from traffic noise 6.08 6.37 5.92 5.67 6.00 0.2208
Jogging areas 6.57 6.16 6.69 8.33 6.00 0.0227*
Cyclepaths 6.67 6.21 6.85 8.33 6.00 0.0710*
Openness for safety 5.76 >. 6.16 5.46 5.67 6.00 0.0666*
Privacy 5.65 5.89 5.42 6.00 6.00 0.3329
Nature walks 6.31 6.42 6.23 6.33 6.00 0.9578
Sailing areas 6.29 6.11 6.42 6.33 6.00 0.7397
Swimming areas 6.76 6.68 6.85 6.67 6.00 0.8537
Fishing areas 6.04 6.42 5.81 5.67 6.00 0.2060
Litter facilities 6.02 6.16 5.92 6.00 6.00 0.9535
Open spaces 6.06 6.26 5.96 5.67 6.00 0.7134
Green lawns 6.51 6.42 6.65 6.00 6.00 0.6884
Floral displays 6.37 6.21 6.46 6.67 6.00 0.7464
Toilets 5.98 6.00 5.96 6.00 6.00 0.9998
Naturalness 5.65 6.26 5.27 5.00 6.00 0.0480*
Trees and shrubs 5.76 6.26 5.50 4.67 6.00 0.0769*
Signs 6.37 6.26 6.42 6.67 6.00 0.9257
Brochures 5.39 5.47 5.42 4.33 6.00 0.5286
Advertising 6.33 6.26 6.42 6.00 6.00 0.9166
Rangers 6.53 6.32 6.73 6.33 6.00 0.4630
Dogs 5.35 5.47 5.15 6.00 6.00 0.7209
Other similar people 5.02 5.32 4.77 5.00 6.00 0.3789
Children present 5.41 5.74 5.27 4.33 6.00 0.0783*
Within walking distance 6.53 6.42 6.65 6.33 6.00 0.8170
Cooking facilities 5.76 5.89 5.65 5.67 6.00 0.9100
Drinking fountains 6.90 6.68 7.04 7.33 6.00 0.7547
Picnic tables 5.69 5.68 5.69 5.67 6.00 0.9962
Picnic shelters 5.51 5.63 5.42 5.33 6.00 0.9246
Park seats 5.49 5.84 5.23 5.33 6.00 0.4824
Playground equipment 6.63 6.63 6.73 6.00 6.00 0.7961
* Significantly different at Pr<0.05
Data coding 
6.00 = no change
scaled increase over 6, relatively more development 
scaled decrease below 6, relatively less development
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Table A I.25
MEAN CHANGE IN SETTING ATTRIBUTE CONDITION TO ACHIEVE IDEAL 
CONDITIONS FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING TYPE F
Experience Type
Variable
Total
Mean
n=474
1
Mean
n=170
2
Mean
n=203
3
Mean
n=49
4
Mean
n=25
5
Mean
n=27
Pr>F
Distance from home 5.43 5.23 5.47 5.74 5.50 5.65 0.1677
Parking within 100m 5.53 5.36 5.53 5.79 5.77 5.78 0.1252
Away from traffic noise 5.64 5.47 5.72 577 5.86 5.70 0.1266
Jogging areas 5.24 5.00 5.26 5.66 5.55 5.43 0.0706
Cyclepaths 5.32 5.06 5.41 5.64 5.41 5.52 0.1732
Openness for safety 5.59 5.41 5.69 5.77 5.68 5.48 0.3224
Privacy 5.38 5.11 5.46 5.79 5.45 5.52 0.1595
Nature walks 5.45 5.27 5.49 5.66 5.73 5.57 0.3741
Sailing areas 5.04 4.87 5.07 5.40 4.91 5.22 0.5371
Swimming areas 5.17 4.98 5.30 5.51 4.64 5.17 0.1892
Fishing areas 5.10 4.88 5.17 5.51 4.86 5.39 0.2724
Litter facilities 5.68 5.51 5.74 5.83 5.91 5.74 0.0844
Open spaces 5.69 5.60 5.67 5.81 5.91 5.91 0.4577
Green lawns 5.64 5.56 5.61 5.89 5.77 5.83 0.4927
Floral displays 5.38 5.29 - 5.34 5.60 5.55 5.61 0.7297
Toilets 5.69 5.47 5.76 5.89 5.91 5.91 0.0950
Naturalness 5.53 5.34 5.58 5.64 5.91 5.78 0.1234
Trees and shrubs 5.51 5.47 5.47 5.68 5.55 5.70 0.5482
Signs 6.20 6.16 6.18 6.30 5.82 6.74 0.2914
Brochures 6.35 6.27 6.42 6.26 6.27 6.61 0.5448
Advertising 6.34 6.25 6.32 6.32 6.59 6.91 0.1859
Flangers 4.68 4.433 4.71 5.30* 4.27 5.13 0.0633
Dogs 4.67 4.513 4.533 5.49 72 4.68 5.09 0.0250’
Other similar people 5.39 5.17 5.40 5.74 5.45 5.91 0.0591
Children present 5.56 5.39 5.63 5.66 5.68 5.70 0.3885
Within walking distance 5.11 5.04 5.08 5.28 5.14 5.39 0.8880
Cooking facilities 5.61 5.53 5.62 5.83 5.55 5.52 0.4305
Drinking fountains 5.41 5.23 5.47 5.70 5.32 5.61 0.3167
Picnic tables 5.57 5.51 5.56 5.79 5.55 5.65 0.8665
Picnic shelters 6.97 6.81 7.06 6.94 7.05 7.30 0.3886
Park seats 5.57 5.42 5.58 5.79 5.91 5.65 0.1650
Playground equipment 5.54 5.45 5.59 5.79 5.32 5.43 0.1337
* Significantly different a PR <0.05
Data coding 
6.00 = no change
scaled increase over 6, relatively more development 
scaled decrease below 6, relatively less development
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Table A I.26
MEAN CHANGE IN SETTING ATTRIBUTE CONDITION TO ACHIEVE IDEAL 
CONDITIONS FOR EACH EXPERIENCE TYPE AT SETTING TYPE I
Experience Type
Variable
Total
Mean
n=90
1
Mean
n=29
2
Mean
n=41
3
Mean
n =9
4
Mean
n =4
5
Mean
n = 7
Pr>F
Distance from home 6.15 6.14 6.13 6.44 6.00 6.00 0.5605
Parking within 100m 6.31 6.21 6.35 6.22 7.00 6.29 0.7433
Away from traffic noise 6.12 6.17 6.05 6.44 6.00 6.00 0.5938
Jogging areas 6.18 6.31 6.13 6.11 6.25 6.00 0.7919
Cyclepaths 6.27 6.59 6.18 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.1154
Openness for safety 6.26 6.66 6.08 6.11 6.00 6.00 0.1478
Privacy 6.06 6.28 6.00 5.89 5.75 5.86 0.2906
Nature walks 6.27 6.55 6.08 6.56 6.00 6.00 0.3439
Sailing areas 6.29 6.28 6.23 6.44 7.25 6.00 0.4119
Swimming areas 6.38 6.34 6.40 6.22 6.25 6.71 0.8941
Fishing areas 6.34 6.45 6.30 6.00 6.00 6.71 0.6826
Litter facilities 6.47 6.59 6.20 6.56 7.25 7.00 0.2343
Open spaces 6.15 6.144 6.104 6.004 7 .251230 6.004 0.0123*
Green lawns 6.48 6.66 6.30 6.11 6.00 7.57 0.0373*
Floral displays 6.19 6.52 6.03 6.11 6.00 6.00 0.1820
Toilets 6.25 6.45 6.10 6.00 6.00 6.71 0.1791
Naturalness 6.15 6.28 6.13 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.7710
Trees and shrubs 6.19 6.41 6.13 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.5491
Signs 6.28 6.34 ' 6.23 6.00 7.00 6.29 0.3104
Brochures 6.07 6.14 6.00 6.00 6.25 6.14 0.8094
Advertising 6.18 6.10 6.18 6.67 6.25 5.86 0.1235
Rangers 6.46 6.48 6.40 6.00 6.75 7.14 0.3237
Dogs 6.34 6.34 6.33 6.00 6.50 6.71 0.6522
Other similar people 6.07 6.03 6.034 5.894 6.7Ö23 6.29 0.0267*
Children present 5.90 6.14 5.75 6.00 6.00 5.57 0.1425
Within walking distance 6.11 6.07 6.08 6.00 6.00 6.71 0.1031
Cooking facilities 6.29 6.28 6.33 6.00 6.00 6.71 0.5007
Drinking fountains 6.66 6.62 6.55 6.67 6.25 7.71 0.2026
Picnic tables 6.30 6.24 6.33 6.00 6.50 6.71 0.5112
Picnic shelters 6.39 6.34 6.35 6.33 6.75 6.71 0.7902
Park seats 6.34 6.34 6.25 6.44 6.75 6.43 0.8126
Playground equipment 6.38 6.48 6.23 6.00 6.50 7.29 0.1623
*  Significantly different at PR <0.05
Data coding 
6.00 = no change
scaled increase over 6, relatively more development 
scaled decrease below 6, relatively less development
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APPENDIX 2
PART 3 - SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES AND FIGURES
Table A2.1
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEM EXPECTANCIES IN RELIABILITY TESTING
1
1 1.00 2
2 0.25 1.00 3
3 -0.03 - 0.07 1.00 4
4 -0.03 0.02 0.12 1.00 5
5 -0.05 -0.14 0.06 0.74 1.00 6
6 0.15 - 0.18 0.07 0.50 0.30 1.00 7
7 0.02 - 0.36 0.27 0.53 0.54 0.55 1.00 8
8 0.19 - 0.11 0.15 0.31 0.27 0.43 0.48 1.00 9
9 0.08 0.41 0.04 •0.11 0.07  -0.25 - 0.36 - 0.23 1.00 10
10 0.20 - 0.29 0.04 0.28 0.36 0.50 0.66 0.52 - 0.32 1.00 11
11 0.15 - 0.21 - 0.12 0.03 - 0.03 0.21 0.24 0.49 - 0.13 0.33 1.00 12
12 0.21 - 0.27 -0.03 0.16 0.24 0.30 0.41 0.39 -0.37 0.60 0.46 1.00 13
13 0.12 -0.29 0.05 0.37 0.27 0.59 0.56 0.45 - 0.38 0.49 0.31 0.50 1.00 14
14 0.11 - 0.13 0.15 0.20 0.27 0.19 0.34 0.46 -0.31 0.33 0.37 0.37 0.32 1.00 15
15 - 0.04 -0.19 0.06 0.31 0.39 0.49 0.50 0.19 - 0.32 0.51 0.24 0.35 0.51 0.49 1.00
16 0.06 - 0.26 0.03 0.32 0.48 0.50 0.65 0.46 - 0.25 0.71 0.27 0.49 0.61 0.47 0.68
17 0.12 - 0.33 0.04 0.15 0.11 0.48 0.42 0.57 - 0.31 0.55 0.48 0.53 0.55 0.28 0.38
18 0.07 - 0.14 - 0.06 0.25 0.13 0.54 0.42 0.33 - 0.17 0.48 0.24 0.31 0.59 0.25 0.40
19 0.14 0.23 0.11 0.20 0.05 0.09 0.15 -0.01 0.21 -0.05 0.11 -0.00 - 0.08 0.11 - 0.01
20 0.06 0.27 -0.08 0.01 0.03 0.03 - 0.29 -0.20 0.43 -0.28 0.03 -0.17 -0.14 -0.13 - 0.11
21 0.07 0.37 0.10 0.19 0.20 0.11 - 0.09 -0.19 0.34 -0.12 - 0.06 -0.10 - 0.09 - 0.02 0.05
22 -0.08 0.25 0.07 0.40 0.28 0 . 12 '  0.07 - 0.22 0.39 -0.14 - 0.10 - 0.26 -0.03 - 0.12 0.01
23 - 0.22 0.18 0.06 0.40 0.33 0.12 -0.00 -0.15 0.28 - 0.20 - 0.02 - 0.18 - 0.15 - 0.04 0.05
24 - 0.08 0.21 0.06 0.20 0.15 0.02 - 0.14 -0.15 0.38 - 0.25 - 0.05 - 0.20 - 0.08 - 0.10 - 0.02
25 0.23 - 0.16 -0.04 0.06 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.17 - 0.15 0.17 0.39 0.19 0.09 0.36 0.11
26 - 0.04 0.16 - 0.01 0.25 0.14 0.05 - 0.00 -0.06 0.07 - 0.10 - 0.17 - 0.19 - 0.03 -0.04 -0.06
27 0.26 0.14 0.05 0.30 0.11 0.27 0.15 - 0.03 0.31 0.02 - 0.04 - 0.03 0.18 0.03 0.03
28 0.08 0.00 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.16 0.01 0.06 -0.22 0.05 0.17 0.25 0.19 0.15 0.18
29 0.03 -0.02 0.07 0.02 0.00 - 0.01 0.08 - 0.23 0.36 - 0.04 - 0.07 - 0.08 -0.04 - 0.13 -0.16
30 -0.01 0.18 0.24 0.10 0.02 - 0.24 - 0.06 - 0.19 0.37 -0.20 - 0.30 -0.25 - 0.22 - 0.09 - 0.29
16
16
1.00 17
17 0.53 1.00 18
18 0.55 0.46 1.00 19
19 0.07 - 0.07 0.03 1.00 20
20 - 0.13 - 0.21 0.03 0.57 1.00 21
21 0.03 -0.23 0.05 0.62 0.79 1.00 22
22 - 0.01 -0.22 0.01 0.48 0.47 0.52 1.00 23
23 - 0.04 -0.14 -0.03 0.31 0.43 0.43 0.65 1.00 24
24 -0.11 - 0 . 1 8 -0.13 0.47 0.64 0.55 0.49 0.58 1.00 25
25 0.18 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.04 -0.01 - 0.02 1.00 26
26 -0.10 - 0.05 0.01 0.22 0.28 0.26 0.30 0.25 0.34 0.03 1.00 27
27 0.14 0.03 0.38 0.32 0.29 0.36 0.32 0.25 0.19 -0.02 0.43 1.00 28
28 0.03 0.02 - 0.09 0.08 0.20 0.26 0.09 0.14 0.25 0.28 0.03
oT—9 1.00 29
29 -0.04 - 0.26 0.05 0.38 0.28 0.26 0.42 0.19 0.21 - 0.02 0.26 0.44 - 0.13 1.00 30
30 - 0.19 - 0.33 -0.13 0.34 0.25 0.26 0.37 0.19 0.20 -0.09 0.38 0.48 - 0.00 0.55 1.00
Item codes over page
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Item Codes
1. To know what to expect when you visit
2. To be in an area where events are predictable
3. To meet new people
4. To study nature
5. To learn more about nature
6. To enjoy the scenery
7. To be close to nature
8. Feeling isolated from human activity
9. Being where there are facilities for ease and comfort
10. Being in a remote natural area
11. Avoiding unwanted contact with others
12. Being in an environment that is not easily accessible by car
13. Being in a natural ecosystem
14. Being able to experience solitude
15. Being in a vast natural area
16. Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
17. Being isolated from human development
18. Being in a relatively unmodified natural area
19. To be in an open space close to home
20. To be In an open space but not have to leave the city
21. To experience space while being within the city
22. To experience space without the dangers of remote areas
23. To experience space without the isolation of remote areas
24. To experience space without the inconvenience of travel 
outside of the city
25. To experience freedom from regulation
26. To experience security knowing that there are rules to govern 
other people’s behaviour
27. To experience safety knowing that the area is ranger 
patrolled
28. To be in an area that is free from patrols by rangers
29. To feel safe because other people are nearby
30. To know that toilet facilities are available
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Table A2.2
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEM VALUES IN RELIABILITY TESTING
1
1 1.00 2
2 0.41 1.00 3
3 0.01 0.08 1.00 4
4 0.10 0.18 0.39 1.00 5
5 0.21 0.13 0.31 0.61 1.00 6
6 0.26 0.17 0.17 0.39 0.33 1.00 7
7 0.23 0.20 0.23 0.47 0.53 0.58 1.00 8
8 0.11 -0.02 0.26 0.38 0.45 0.28 0.42 1.00 9
9 0.14 - 0.12 0.04 0.04 0.08 - 0.04 ■0.05 - 0.14 1.00 10
10 0.33 0.24 0.13 0.32 0.52 0.51 0.53 0.69 - 0.16 1.00 11
11 0.35 0.07 -0.05 0.14 0.42 0.24 0.37 0.49 - 0.01 0.61 1.00 12
12 0.34 0.18 0.08 0.25 0.21 0.16 0.26 0.54 - 0.30 0.58 0.35 1.00 13
13 0.39 0.09 0.20 0.39 0.57 0.43 0.53 0.44 0.04 0.61 0.51 0.45 1.00 14
14 0.16 - 0.11 0.10 0.33 0.35 0.22 0.32 0.53 - 0.00 0.44 0.56 0.34 0.25 1.00 15
15 0.27 0.09 0.10 0.35 0.40 0.50 0.41 0.46 0.04 0.61 0.52 0.47 0.51 0.58 1.00
16 0.32 0.13 0.08 0.39 0.43 0.25 0.43 0.58 0.01 0.61 0.56 0.54 0.50 0.59 0.70
17 0.44 0.21 0.03 0.22 0.44 0.31 0.52 0.54 0.04 0.65 0.54 0.56 0.69 0.24 0.50
18 0.21 0.24 -0.03 0.33 0.23 0.42 0.41 0.47 - 0.08 0.53 0.48 0.35 0.40 0.29 0.55
19 0.01 0.19 0.13 0.39 0.04 0.00 0.10 0.03 0.17 - 0.08 -0.03 0.02 - 0.08 0.16 0.05
20 0.05 0.09 - 0.10 0.19 0.07 -0.14 - 0.19 - 0.19 0.33 -0.31 -0.04 - 0.14 - 0.08 - 0.07 - 0.05
21 - 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.27 0.09 0.02 - 0.09 - 0.04 0.17 - 0.16 - 0.08 - 0.05 - 0.13 0.11 0.03
22 0.04 0.06 0.19 0.25 0.16 0.08 0.13 -0.26 0.43 - 0.28 - 0.11 -0.40 - 0.04 -0.03 -0.02
23 - 0.13 - 0.06 0.13 0.31 0.13 -0.01 0.02 - 0.21 0.36 - 0.31 -0.11 - 0.30 - 0.16 0.08 0.03
24 - 0.01 - 0.06 - 0.04 0.17 0.17 - 0.02 - 0.05 -0.24 0.40 -0.26 - 0.03 -0.19 0.02 - 0.16 - 0.08
25 0.30 0.22 - 0.02 - 0.04 0.07 0.16 0.21 0.10 - 0.08 0.29 0.43 0.11 0.25 0.19 0.26
26 -0.06 -0.06 0.14 0.25 0.31 0.29 0.28 -0.01 -0.09 0.05 0.07 - 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.14
27 0.02 -0.27 0.11 0.16 0.12 0.24 0.14 - 0.05 0.13 0.04 0.03 -0.19 0.15 0.13 0.10
28 0.05 0.00 0.33 0.22 0.15 0.08 0.09 0.19 - 0.01 0.07 0.04 - 0.04 0.13 0.13 - 0.01
29 - 0.09 - 0.05 0.07 - 0.10 - 0.09 0.10 - 0.07 -0.40 - 0.14 - 0.23 - 0.27 -0.28 - 0.13 - 0.20 - 0.24
30 -0.14 - 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.07 - 0.19 0.21 - 0.19 - 0.17 -0.37 - 0.04 - 0.19 0.00
16
16
1.00 17
17 0.62 1.00 18
18 0.65 0.51 1.00 19
19 0.19 -0.01 0.14 1.00 20
20 0.03 - 0.03 - 0.02 0.60 1.00 21
21 0.02 - 0.02 - 0.09 0.65 0.78 1.00 22
22 - 0.11 -0.05 - 0.23 0.51 0.53 0.51 1.00 23
23 - 0.00 - 0.16 - 0.18 0.49 0.57 0.49 0.74 1.00 24
24 - 0.01 0.01 - 0.19 0.34 0.68 0.53 0.49 0.57 1.00 25
25 0.23 0.24 0.30 0.10 - 0.00 - 0.02 0.02 -0.04 0.03 1.00 26
26 - 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.32 0.10 0.27 0.29 0.31 0.25 0.11 1.00 27
27 0.01 - 0.07 0.10 0.35 0.18 0.39 0.26 0.21 0.11 -0.00 0.56 1.00 28
28 - 0.01 0.03 -0.05 0.08 0.10 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.28 0.04 - 0.13 1.00 29
29 - 0.29 -0.30 - 0.19 0.21 0.11 0.26 0.20 0.07 0.16 - 0.12 0.25 0.48 -0.11 1.00 30
30 - 0.09 - 0.10 - 0.09 0.14 0.06 0.18 0.29 0.17 0.36 0.04 0.30 0.28 0.02 0.35 1.00
Item codes over page
Item codes over page
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Item Codes
1. To know what to expect when you visit
2. To be in an area where events are predictable
3. To meet new people
4. To study nature
5. To learn more about nature
6. To enjoy the scenery
7. To be close to nature
8. Feeling isolated from human activity
9. Being where there are facilities for ease and comfort
10. Being in a remote natural area
11. Avoiding unwanted contact with others
12. Being in an environment that is not easily accessible by car
13. Being in a natural ecosystem
14. Being able to experience solitude
15. Being in a vast natural area
16. Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
17. Being isolated from human development
18. Being in a relatively unmodified natural area
19. To be in an open space close to home
20. To be in an open space but not have to leave the city
21. To experience space while being within the city
22. To experience space without the dangers of remote areas
23. To experience space without the isolation of remote areas
24. To experience space without the inconvenience of travel 
outside of the city
25. To experience freedom from regulation
26. To experience security knowing that there are rules to govern 
other people’s behaviour
27. To experience safety knowing that the area is ranger 
patrolled
28. To be in an area that is free from patrols by rangers
29. To feel safe because other people are nearby
30. To know that toilet facilities are available
Table A2.3
CONTINGENCY TABLES OF MAGAZINE SUBSCRIPTIONS OR NOT AGAINST OTHER 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
O rnitho logists Anglers
Years of Subscription Years of Subscription
P artic ip a tio n Yes No P artic ipa tio n Yes No
1 - 10 15 36 | 51 1 - 10 6 5 I 11
1 1 - 2 0 13 11 I 24 11 - 34 8 5 I 13
21 - 50 15 7 I 22 I
43 54 | 97 14 10 | 24
O rnithologists Anglers
Monthly Subscription Monthly Subscription
P artic ip a tio n Yes No P artic ipation Yes No
1 - 5 28 39 | 67 1 - 4 10 9 | 19
6 - 10 5 8 I 13 5. - 8 4 1 I 5
11 - 30 10 6 I 16 I
43 53 | 96 14 10 | 24
O rnithologists Anglers
Length of Subscription Length of Subscription
P a rtic ip a t ion Yes No P artic ipa tio n Yes No
1 - 3 35 43 | 78 6 5 I 11
4 - 9 8 8 I 16 8 5 I 13
43 51 I 94 14 10 | 24
O rnithologists Anglers
Cost of Subscription Cost of Subscription
Equipment Yes No Equipment Yes No
0 - 100 6 13 | 19 0 - 1000 6 6 | 12
101 - 500 19 34 | 53 1001 - 30000 8 4 j 12
501 - 30000 16 7 1 23 I
41 54 | 95 14 10 | 24
O rnithologists Anglers
Monthly Subscription Monthly ' Subscription
Expenditure Yes No Expenditure Yes No
0 - 10 23 48 I 71 0 - 50 6 6 | 12
1 1 - 9 2 0 18 6 1 24 51 - 240 8 4 j 12
41 54 | 95 14 10 | 24
O rnithologists Anglers
Number of Subscription Number of Subscription
Books Yes No Books Yes No
0 - 10 8 34 I 42 0 - 20 5 8 | 13
11 - 20 15 9 I 24 21 - 300 7 3 j 10
21 - 2000 21 11 I 32 1
44 54 I 98 12 11 I 23
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Table A2.4
CONTINGENCY TABLES OF SPECIALISATION OR NOT AGAINST OTHER 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Ornithologists Anglers
Years of Specia lisation ,Years of S pecia lisation
P artic ipa tio n Yes No P artic ip a tio n Yes No
1 - 10 4 47 | 51 1 - 10 7 4 | 11
11 - 20 5 19 j 24 11 - 34 7 5 j 12
21 - 50 3 19 j 22 I
12 85 | 97 14 9 | 23
Ornithologists Anglers
Monthly Specia lisation  Monthly Specia lisation
P artic ipa tio n  Yes No P artic ip a tio n  Yes No
I -  5 5 62 | 67 1 - 4 11 8 | 19
6 - 1 0  2 11 j 13 5 - 8 3 2 j 5
I I -  30 4 12 I 16
85 | 96
Ornithologists Anglers
Length of Specia lisation  Length of S pecia lisation
P artic ipa tio n Yes No P artic ip a tio n Yes No
1 - 3 9 69 | 78 7 * 1 11
4 - 9 2 14 j 16 7 6 1 13
11 83 | 94 14 10 | 24
Ornithologists Anglers
Cost of S pecia lisation Cost of S pecia lisation
Equipment Yes No Equipment Yes No
0 - 100 2 17 | 19 0 - 1000 7 3 |I 1°
101 - 500 5 48 | 53 1001 - 30000 5 7 I 12
501 - 30000 4 19 j 23 I
11 84 | 95 12 10 | 22
Ornithologists Anglers
Monthly S pecia lisation Monthly S pecia lisation
Expenditure Yes No Expenditure Yes No
0 - 10 7 64 | 71 0 - 50 7 5 !I 12
11 - 920 4 20 24 51 - 240 7 5 I 12
Ornithologists Anglers
Number of 
Books 
0 -  10 
11 -  20 
21 -  2000
Specia lisation  
Yes No
3 39 | 42
3 21 j 24
6 26 I 32
Number of 
Books 
0 -  20 
21 - 300
Specia lisation  
Yes No
7 5 | 12
7 4 j 11
86 | 98 9 | 23
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Figure A2.1
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH
YEARS
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.2
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT
YEARS
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Figure A2.3
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY COST OF EQUIPMENT
YEARS
50 A A
A
CA A A
25
0
BADA 
BA A 
BB 
ECC
OLB A A
MF
DCA
___I_____________ i_____________1____________ I___
0 5000 10000 15000
COST
Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
20000
I
25000
A
I
30000
229
Figure A2.4
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
YEARS
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.5
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
YEARS
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.6
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT
MONTH
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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Figure A2.7
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGIST’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY COST OF EQUIPMENT
MONTH
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.8
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGIST’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
MONTH
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Figure A2.9
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGIST’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
MONTH
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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Figure A2.10
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGIST’S LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT BY COST OF EQUIPMENT
LENGTH
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.11
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
LENGTH
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Figure A2.12
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
LENGTH
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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Figure A2.13
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGIST’S COST OF EQUIPMENT BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
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Figure A2.14
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS COST OF EQUIPMENT BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.15
PLOT OF ORNITHOLOGISTS EXPENDITURE PER MONTH BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
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Figure A2.16
PLOT OF ANGLER’S YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH
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Figure A2.17
PLOT OF ANGLER’S YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.18
PLOT OF ANGLER’S YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY COST OF EQUIPMENT
YEARS
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
234
Figure A2.19
PLOT OF ANGLER’S YEARS OF PARTICIPATION BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
YEARS
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.20
PLOT OF ANGLER’S YEARS OF PARTICIPAtlON BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.21
PLOT OF ANGLER’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT
MONTH
8 A A
7 A
6
5 - A A
4 A B A A
3 A
2 B A B A A
1 C A A A
I I I
3 4 5
Legend:A
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
LENGTH
= 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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Figure A2.22
PLOT OF ANGLER’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY COST OF EQUIPMENT
MONTH
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.23
PLOT OF ANGLER’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
MONTH
A AAA
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.24
PLOT OF ANGLER’S ENGAGEMENTS PER MONTH BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
MONTH
AC A
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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Figure A2.25
PLOT OF ANGLER’S LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT BY COST OF EQUIPMENT
LENGTH
3000010000 15000 20000 25000
Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.26
PLOT OF ANGLER’S LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
LENGTH
BAA A
EXPEND
Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.27
PLOT OF ANGLER’S LENGTH OF ENGAGEMENT BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
LENGTH
AA A
BOOKS
Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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Figure A2.28
PLOT OF ANGLER’S COST OF EQUIPMENT BY EXPENDITURE PER MONTH
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Figure A2.29
PLOT OF ANGLER’S COST OF EQUIPMENT BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
Figure A2.30
PLOT OF ANGLER’S EXPENDITURE PER MONTH BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OWNED
EXPEND
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Legend: A = 1 obs, B = 2 obs, etc.
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1. Your suburb ..........
D A T E ___/----/---
INTERVIEWER ......
LOCATION ......
and town .................
2. What is the composition of your group? (circle one)
1. Individual
2. Family
3. Friends
4 . Family and Friends
5. Organised Club or Group
6. Other
How many people are there in the group?
(circle one)
1. 1 person
2. 2 people
3. 3 to 5 people
4 . 6 to 10 people
5. more than 10 people
4. What is your respondents role within the group?
Please specify . ............ ............
Examples include father, wife, girlfriend, friend.
More than one may be chosen e.g. father/friend depending on 
group composition.
5. Have you previously visited this location?
(circle one)
1. Yes
2. No
6. Did you consider an alternative location before choosing this one? (circle one)
1. Yes
2. No
If Yes which was the second alternative considered ..........
and which was the third alternative considered ...........
7. Which was the most important factor in choosing this location 
rather than the alternatives? (Please Specify) .............
8. In choosing to visit this park you would have had certain desires 
and expectations. Some of the possibilities are listed below. How 
important was each item to your choice?
NOT OF SOME MODE VERY EXTR
AT LITT WHAT RATE EME
ALL LE LY LY
To help you feel like a 
better person
To have others think highly 
of you for doing it
To have others recognise and 
admire you for doing it
To develop your skills and 
abilities
To experience excitement
To experience a lot ot action
To be on your own
To be your own boss
To control things
To be in charge of what's 
happening ,
To use your leisure equipment
To talk to others about your 
equipment
To test your equipment
To compare your equipment with 
other peoples'
To do something with your 
family.
To do what your children 
wanted you to do
To do something your entire 
family would like
To do something your spouse 
or associate wanted you to do
2
NOT OF SOME MODE VERY EXTR
AT LITT WHAT RATE EME
ALL LE LY LY
To enjoy the company of 
people who came with you
To be with others who enjoy 
the same things you do
To be with other people 
having similar values
To be with people who are 
enjoying themselves
To talk to new and varied 
people
To build friendships with new 
people
To see new faces
To observe other people
To experience new and 
different things
To explore the area
To study nature
To gain a better appreciation 
of nature
To view the scenic beauty
To be close to nature
To enjoy the smells and 
sounds of nature
To take in the natural 
surroundings
To obtain a feeling of 
harmony with nature
To keep physically fit
To improve your physical 
health
3
NOT
AT
ALL
To feel good after being 
physically active
To relax physically
To help release or reduce some 
built-up tensions
To get away from the demands 
of other people
To have a change from your 
daily routine
To experience solitude
To experience peace and calm
To get away from other people
To be away from crowds of 
other people
To experience the open space
To get away from the noise 
back home
To be with others of the 
opposite sex
OF
LITT
LE
SOME
WHAT
MODE
RATE
LY
VERY EXTR
EME
LY
4
9. When you chose to visit this park certain attributes of the park 
would have contributed different amounts to that decision. How impor­
tant were each of the following items to that decision? (tick one box 
per line) Secondly, was it because of a presence or absence of that 
attribute? (+ means presence and - means an absence: circle one)
Walking distance from home 
Well away from home envijrons 
Car access to within 100m 
Away from traffic and noise 
Areas suitable for jogging 
Paths suitable for cycling 
Trails for horse riding 
Trails for trail biking 
Roads for car rallying 
Safety because of openness 
Shelter for privacy 
Natural areas to walk in 
Water.for swimming 
Water for sailing/windsurting 
Good places for fishing 
Water just to view 
Clean/tidy and litter free 
Space for activity 
Floral displays present 
Green lawns to sit/play on 
Toilets present
OF
LITT
LE
SOME
WHAT
MODE
RATE
LY
VERY EXTR
EME
LY
( t ) 
< + ) 
( + ) 
( + ) 
<t>
( o  
( 1 ) 
( O  
(.+ > 
( + > 
< + > 
( + > 
< + > 
(+) 
( + ) 
( + ) 
(-) 
( + ) 
( + ) 
( + ) 
(+)
( ) 
<-) 
( I 
(-> 
(-) 
(-1 
<-) 
(-) 
( ) 
(-) 
<-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-) 
(-)
5
NOT 
AT 
AI L
OF SOME MODE VERY EXTR
LITT WHAT RATE EME
LE LY ■LY
Natural landscape«
The trees and shrubs
Smell of the pine forests
To be in a pine forest
Signs about the area
Brochures about the area
Advertising about the area
Rangers to talk to
Dogs allowed at the site
Others doing the same things
No children present
Other children present
Few ocher people present
Many other people present
Cultural or heritage 
significance
Barbecues present
Drinking fountains (bubblers)
Picnic tables present:
Picnic shelters present
Good litter facilities
Park seats present
Playground equipment present
Public transport available
Other .....................
Other .....................
6
10. The following is a description, in terms of level of development 
and facility provision, of this park. These conditions may not be 
those that you would consider to be ideal. Please indicate the way 
in which changes could be made that would make the park better match 
your ideals.
Less developed 
Less facilities 
More remote 
More natural
More developed 
More .facilities 
Less remote 
Less natural
Closeness to home
Able to drive to within 100m
Able to get away from traffic 
and noise
Areas suitable for jogging
Paths suitable for cycling
Safety because of openness
Shelter for privacy
Natural areas to walk in
Places for sailing/windsurfing
Places for swimming
Places tor fishing
Litter facilities
Space for activity
Green lawns to sit/play on
Floral displays
Toilets
Naturalness of landscapes 
Because of the trees/shrubs 
Signs about the area 
Brochures about the area
(continued over page)
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(Question 10. continued)
The following is a description, in terms of level of development and 
facility provision, of this park. These conditions may not be those 
that you would consider to be ideal. Please indicate the way in which 
changes could be made that would make the park better match your 
ideals.
Advertising/Promotion 
Rangers to talk to 
Dogs present
Others doing the same things 
Children present 
Walking distance from home 
Barbecues/Cooking facilities 
Drinking fountains 
Picnic tables 
Picnic shelters 
Park seats
Playground equipment
More developed 
More facilities 
Less remote 
Less natural
Less developed 
Less facilities 
More remote 
More natural
8
11. Managers of parks within the ACT want to know how they can help 
you benefit from use of areas such as this one. Let us define a 
benefit as any desirable change (gain or improvement) that you 
realise from use of this or other similar areas. Examples might 
include increased physical fitness, mental relaxation, family 
togetherness, improvement in skills, developing friendships or 
physical relaxation.
Please think a moment about how you would benefit from being here 
and then write in below each special type of benefit that comes to 
mind.
9
12. Are there any features of the park which you feel detract 
significantly from enjoyment?
Detracted most 1.
2 .
3.
Detracted least 4.
13. Are there any features of the park that you feel contribute 
significantly to enjoyment?
Added most 1.
2.
3.
Added least 4.
14. What activity did you visit the park to undertake? 
(please specify)
Activity
15. When planning this visit which did you choose first 
(circle one)
1. the activity
2. the location
10
To help us analyse this questionnaire we need to ask some details 
about you. Please answer the following questions.
16. The number of people living in your home that are:
children under 5 ........
children 5 - 1 4  ........
adults 15 - 24 ........
adults 2 5 - 4 9  ........
adults 50 - 60 ........
adults over 60 ........
17. Your age group.
GROUP 1 2 '3 4 5 6
AGE 16 25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 >65
11
20. Are there any general comments that you would like to make 
regarding the ACT Parks and Conservation Service or the activities 
that it carries out.
»
«
12
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Ql. How many years h a V e b e e n  active in this pursuit?
Q2. How many times do you pursue this activity per month - 
averaged over the year?
per month.
Q3. For how long, on average, would you participate in this 
activity on each occasion?
hours.
Q4. Are you concerned with one particular (or grouping of) target 
species? Yes / No (circle one)
If Yes which _______________________ (common or
_______________________ scientific name)
Q5. What would you estimate to be the total cost of equipment you 
own (excluding motor vehicle) that is dedicated to this 
activity?
$
Q6. How much, as a rule, would you spend per month on this 
activity - averaged over the year?
$ per month.
Q7. How many books would you own that refer to this activity?
books.
Q8. Do you subscribe to any magazines about this activity? 
Yes / No (circle one)
(a) If "Yes" please name them _________________________
(b) If "No" how often would you purchase a magazine?
per year.
What are the titles of the magazines you would be most 
likely to buy? __________________________ _
Q9. To make it possible for us to better understand the types of 
environment in which you prefer to undertake this activity 
please answer all of the following questions.
(a) The three most preferred areas for the activity in the ACT?
Name Detailed Description (e.g. 2km south of Point Hut)
(b) Other than success in your pursuit what do you find the 
most satisfying about participation?
(c) Other than lack of success or bad weather, what do you find 
detracts most from your enjoyment of this pursuit?
Q10. Please mark on the following scale of importance how
important each of the items is to your enjoyment during the 
activity.
IMPORTANCE
NO
T 
AT
 A
LL
A 
LI
TT
LE
MO
DE
RA
TE
LY
VE
RY
 M
UC
H
GR
EA
T 
AM
OU
NT
How many other people are present
What the other people present are doing
The number of facilities
The quality of the access
The amount of control on what you do
The quality of the scenic views
The naturalness of the environment
That there are facilities available for you 
to participate in an additional activity 
(e.g. picnic) during the visit
Qll. The following question is designed to measure the experiences
which lead you to do this activity. For each item two scales are 
used. One measures the extent to which you expect that 
item/experience to be realised during participation (Expectancy) 
while the second measures the value you place on that 
item/experience (Desirability). Please be sure that you mark one 
box in each scale for each item.
PART ONE PART TWO
EXPECTANCY DESIRABLE
N
EI
TH
ER
UNDESIRABLE
NO
T 
AT
 
A
LL
A 
L
IT
T
L
E
M
O
DE
RA
TE
LY
V
ER
Y 
M
UC
H
A 
G
RE
A
T 
AM
OU
NT
EX
TR
EM
EL
Y
VE
RY
[ M
O
DE
RA
TE
LY
1 A
 
L
IT
TL
E
A 
L
IT
T
L
E
1 
M
OD
ER
AT
EL
Y
V
ER
Y
EX
TR
EM
EL
Y
To be close to  nature
To do something with your family
To meet new people
To re lax  physica lly
To be with f r ien d s
To experience a sense of discovery
To have o thers  recognise and admire you 
fo r  doing i t
To enjoy the company of people you are 
with
To th ink about who you are
To t e s t  your a b i l i t i e s
To do what your ch i ld ren  wanted you to  
do
To be able to  p red ic t  what w il l  
happen
To be with people who have s im i la r  
values
*continued over page
PART ONE
EXPECTANCY
NO
T 
AT
 A
LL
| 
A 
LI
TT
LE
| M
OD
ER
AT
EL
Y
| V
ER
Y 
MU
CH
A 
GR
EA
T 
AM
OU
NT
To be in command of the situation
To release or reduce tension
To think about your personal values
To learn more about nature
To have a change from daily routines
To test and use your equipment
To learn more about things
To receive compliments on your skills 
and abilities
To talk to others about your equipment
To use your equipment
To be in charge of what's happening
To have others think highly of you for 
doing it
To give your mind a rest
To study nature
To feel exhilaration
To get exercise
To get away from the usual demands of 
life
To know what to expect when you visit
PART TWO
DESIRABLE UNDESIRABLE
* continued over page
PART ONE PART TWO
EXPECTANCY DESIRABLE UNDESIRABLE
NO
T 
AT
 A
LL
A 
LI
TT
LE
MO
DE
RA
TE
LY
VE
RY
 M
UC
H
A 
GR
EA
T 
AM
OU
NT
| E
XT
RE
ME
LY
1 V
ER
Y
| M
OD
ER
AT
EL
Y
| A
 L
IT
TL
E
| N
EI
TH
ER
| A
 L
IT
TL
E
1 M
OD
ER
AT
EL
Y
1 V
ER
Y
EX
TR
EM
EL
Y
To experience excitement
To develop your skills and abilities
To tell others about your trip
To enjoy the scenery
To feel safe because other people are 
nearby
Being where there are facilities 
for ease and comfort
Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
To experience space without the 
isolation of remote areas
To experience space without travelling 
outside of the city
To be in an open space close to 
home
Being in an environment that is not 
easily accessible by car
To experience space while being 
within the city
To experience space without the 
dangers of remote areas
Being in a remote natural area
Being isolated from human 
development
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Avoiding unwanted contact with 
others
Being in a natural ecosystem
To experience safety knowing that the 
area is ranger patrolled
Being in a relatively unmodified 
natural area
Being able to experience solitude
To experience security knowing that 
there are rules to govern other 
people's behaviour
Feeling isolated from human 
activity
Being in a vast natural area
To be in an open space but not have 
to leave the city
PART TWO
DESIRABLE UNDESIRABLE
Age I I Sex | | Nationality |
I_____ I I____I i I
I 1 I
Favourite Activity |
I_____________________________ 1
Scales
Expectancy: 1 = Not at all
2 = A little
3 = Moderately
4 = Very Much
5 = Great Amount
Values; Undesirable
Desirable
-4 = Extremely 
-3 = Very 
-2 = Moderately 
-1 = A little
0 = Neither (Desirable nor Undesirable)
1 = A little
2 = Moderately
3 = Very
4 = Extremely
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To know what to expect when you v is i t
To be in  an area where events are predictable
To meet new people
To study nature
To learn more about nature
To enjoy the scenery
To be close to  nature
Feeling isolated from hunan a c tiv ity
Being where there are fa c i l i t ie s  fo r ease and comfort
Being in  a remote natural area
Avoiding unwanted contact with others
Being in  an environment that is  not easily accessible by car
Being in  a natural ecosystem
Being able to  experience solitude
Being in  a vast natural area
Enjoying undisturbed natural areas
Being isolated from human development
Being in  a re la tive ly  unmodified natural area
To be in  an open space close to home
To be in  an open space but not have to leave the c ity
To experience space while being w ithin the c ity
To experience space without the dangers of remote areas
To experience space without the iso la tion of remote areas
To experience space without the inconvenience of travel
outside of the c ity
To experience freedom from regulation
To experience security knowing that there are rules to govern 
other people's behaviour ..
To experience safety knowing that the area is  ranger patrolled 
To be in  an area that is  free from patrols by rangers 
To fee l safe because other people are nearby 
To know that to i le t  fa c i l i t ie s  are available
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